R 4 ) [N % . : g
. .

i )
" " DOCUMENT BESOME (T
ED 211 221 : -, " BES 012596
AOTHOR |, . Davison, Jacqueline L.: And Others
Fanily Day Care in the United States: Parent *

TITLE
. Component. Final Report of the Naticnal Day Care Hope
, study. Volume d. : : ¢
INSTITUTION Abt Associates, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.: Center for,
Systems and Program Development, Inc., %ashington,
D.C.: SRI International, Menlo Park, Cdlif. '
SPCNS AGENCY Administration for Children, Youth, and ‘Families

(DHHS) , Washington, D.C.

REPORT NO DHHS-OHDS=-B1-30299

POE DATE 17 Nov 80

CONTRACT HEW-105-77-1051 . ' .

NO:E i .387p.: Por related documents, see PS 01z £93-599.

EDRS PHICE MFQO1/PC16 Plus Postage. o a
DESCRIPTORS Parly Childhood Educatioh: *Family ray Care; ’

Interviews: Longitudinal Studies: Measures

(Individuals) : *Needs Assessment; *Farent Attitudess -

*Parent Participaticn; participant Characteristicss .

Profiles: *Program Costs: Research Lesign; 17akles o

(Data) ) . , . .
IDENTIFIERS *National Day Care Home Study

L]
»

-

ABSTRACT - ,
' Pourth in a series ¢f seveén volumes Iepcrting the’

design, methodology, and findings of the $-year Naticnal Day Care
Home Study (NDCHS), this volume presents findings obtained from
interfiews vith parents of children attending -family day care. The

‘ ‘centrfl aim of the parent compcnent of the NDCHS #as to obtain

) descrliptions of parents' needs, preferences, and satisfacticd with

their/ family day care arrangements. Chapter I, the inrtrcducticn,

discusses the increasing need for day.care provision as more and more <

nothers of young children enter the lator force, outlines the purpose

of.the parent component of the NDCHS, and traces the insfortance of

NDCHS findindys for day care policy makers. The parent ccmponent study

design, its resedrch questions, its isplementation,, and the sample

selection process are described in chapters II and III. The renaining

chapters describe data on the characteristics of parents who use :

fagily day care (Chapter IV), parental needs and preferences for care .

(Chapter V), parent expectations and satisfaction with care (Chapter v

VI), and cost of care (Chapter VII). The final chapter {Chapter VIII) ‘

.summarizes major findings, describes those characteristics cf family

day care that are most important to,parents, and presents,a profile 4

©f -consuners of family day care. (Author/NP) '
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. VOLUMES IN THE FINAL REPORT SERIES ' I
ON THE NATIONAL DAY CARE HOME STUDY o :

.

' - . -
. The following reports are available from the -Administration for .-

-+ Children, Youth and Families or from ERIC DocGment Reproduction
) . Serviee, P.0. 198, Arlington, Virginia 22210. ° '

N /
. e Executive Sufmary (Abt Associates, Inc.) - Summarizes the ‘f£ind-
- ings, from all study components including data on family day .
<o . care providers, the children in their care, and the children's
. ’ parents., Presents information on the nature of day care in
each of the study settings and -presents both cost and Pprogram
data on family day carge systéms. . . .

e Volume 1, The National Day Care Home Study Summary Report (Abt .
. Associates, Inc.) -~ Details the issues outlined in the E ecutive .
S'ummary. -
e Volume II, The Research Report (Abt Associates, Inc.) = Focuses:
on the caregiver and the chlldren in her care and presents ex-
tensive descriptive and statistical analyses of the interview
and observation data &ollécted: Includes profiles of both the
caregiver and the children in care; discusses the stability -
, of the day care arrangements, the group composition of the
family day care homes, and the costs of providing care. Con- -
tludes with a comparative analysis of the observed behaviors of .
- , caregivers and the children in their care. . .

e Volume III, Observation Comppnent (SRI International) - Presents )
tie findings ftrom the obseryvations conducted in day care homes
in the three study sites (Los Angeles, Philadephia, and San -
Antonio) and degailed descriptions of the methodologies used.
e Jolume IV, Parent Study Component Data Analysis Report (Center
A or ystems and Program Development, Inc.) - Presents the infor-
- mation provided by the parents of the children in the family .
- day care homes; describes these parents, their nteds and prefer-
ences for care, and their satisfaction with family day care?

\ " and describes child day care costs. .

,:ﬂ‘“ “e Volume V, Family Day Care Systems Report (Abt Associates, Inc.) -
S . Presents an extensilve descriptive and statistical analysis of

-t .~ the day institutiofis that administer family day care systems. .
- Thaese ‘systems are one of the principal mechanisms for praviding

subsidized day care in a family day care setting; the cost
r analyses in (this volume are the first attempt to estimate the
‘ cost of proyiding such care. : .

e Volume VI, The Site Case Study Report (Abt Associates, Inc.) -
Describes the status of family day care in each of the study
sites based on interviews with knowledgeable respondents ranging .
- frop state licensing staff to day care advocates. This volume
is intended to describe the context in_which the study was cen- .
t ducted and thereby to provide the reader, a fuller understanding

of the study findings.

’ o \}olume Vi, the Field Ogerations Report (Abt Associates, Inc.) -
- Describes' the steps used to 1imp ement the study in the three
: : study sites: : . =
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The completion of the parent component of the,
National Day Care Home Study (NDCHS) is a reality because of

’ the dedication, persistent effort, and commitment of many people

-

both within,and outside the Center for Systems and ~Program Devel-

opment Inc. (CSPD). This goint venture, the firsgt contractual - )

. award to the Center, has been,a tich -and rewarding experience,

one through which we have.been able to make a major contribution .

.

" to the gay care field. o ) e
4 Ruth T. Perot, the Center s President, served

nm

: : B :
as’.Corporate Monitor of the parent component.’ Her creativity

\and standards ofaexcellence guided the design and 1mp1ementation
- s )

of the study.. 'Jacqueline L. Davison'was Project Director, Dr.
. - 3
" .»William Ellis served ‘as Principal Investigator, and Blanchita P.’ .

pu——

Porter was the Deputy Project Director.

CSPD is grateful for the cooperation of the staff

. .
-of the Administratiog for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF)“‘

© D, Preston Bruce, Jn,, Director of the Day Care Services Divi-

l

sion, contributed tirelessly to this .effort. He is to ‘be parti-.

_ cularly, commended for,his generous support of the Consultant
,{ . [
Panel, enabling,an invaluable contribution from the. 1nception of *

the study to its completion.. Patricia Hawkins, the ‘ACYF Project’

—_—

Director, provzded helpful support to the parent component.

.

' : She contributed ideas, gave generously off her time, and was N

instrnmentai in the ‘success. of the study. " :
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CSPD, as Research Subcontractor,‘worked closely
throughout the study with Steven Foshyrg of AAI Associates, Inc.

- (AAI) and his staff. AAI ass1sted us, providing technical direc=+

tion for the conceptualization and design of the parent component.

We appreczate 1n particular the ass1stance AAI staff provided in

refining the data collection instrument used in Philadelphia and

San Antonio. Additionally, the AAI staff\located and shared

+ office sﬁﬁce, selected the pa:ent sample, and managed the Phase"

N,
r.

¥ ITI pakent data collection effort. Similarly, we ar gratefuI

for the contributions of SRI International, the Observation

wContractor. . Jane Staliings and, her staff and'consultants
contributed s1gnif1cantly to the NDCHS design,’ implementation, ' ..
[ r

and analysis. Y . v . ] »
r 7

-~ Special recognition is die to Blanchita P. .

Porter, who joined the Center staff at the ‘start of the Phase
_II effort in Los Angeles. ' Ms. Porter ably planned and imple-
. mented the selection and hiring'of interviewers, intepviewer .

"training, and the management‘of'the pilot study da®a collection. ..
. . o ~*.

. Shé then contributed significantly to data analys s and instru-
L ’

-ment modification in preparation‘for the effort in Philadelphia

and San Antonio.

g _ We are‘especially.gratefyl to Dr. William‘Ellis, w
who planned and eiecuted theTdata analysis. . Dr. Ellis‘ incisive ‘

.prdbing, his creative approaches, and his willingness to give his
o

time unstintingly were largely responsible for the suqcessful

outcpome of the parent component.
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We owe a debt of gratitude to Dr. James Colliver

for- contributing his expertise in ihstrumgnt development and.daie

_analysis., His grasp_of statistics ensured the precision and ac{

r <
‘- “

curacy necessary for the final report.’

’

We express heartfelt appreciatgbn to Dr. Marie

Pete:s, who developed our in1t1a1 1nstrumentation and provided

'a rich, broad background of research and pract1ca1 experlence in

&

.Black and minorlty family 11fe, culture, and values.- Dr. Peters's !
clear understandlng of the cultural diversity of famlly day care

ensured a_ focus and direction for the parent component.
, y ;
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.~ We wish alsé to thank our other consultants,
Drs. Gary Grandon and James Joﬁes,ﬂwho assisted us at various.
‘critical stages. We are very grateful ES% the ,expertise of the
Netional Daf Care Home Study Consultant Panel, oarticularly
those who fevie&ed and c0mmenFed upon the-Pareee Stuydy repotts. T
The successful completion oé this final report §
is due in,lagge'measure to the expertise of our editor, Df. pavid’
Kupe;man, .He Eed the uneﬁviable responsibility of balancing
the editorial requirements, the laqguage‘and usége associated
‘with the specific subject matter, and tbe.freqbently-%ubjectiée '
vision of individual writer's.
The data collection could not have byogressed‘

-

so"sﬁoothly without the dedication of our interviewers, who were

\

willing to do everything necessary to ensure the successful out~ .

*

come of the study. ﬁe especially éhenk our quality controi ﬁuper- .
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¢v1sors, Mav1s Ellzs in Washipgton, D.C., Felice Patterson in

Los Angeles, Dlane Roblnson in Phlladglphla, and Tom Broersma and

‘ ‘

} E
Anne Miller in San An;onlq. C, ) .

’

We are grateful fbr,the ﬁersistence of Patricia

—Tatum*williams, who coordinated the production of this report.
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The many revisions of text ard tables required énormous'patience
and attention to detail. We acknowledge as well the contributions

of our typists, partlcularly Judy Tate annd Karla Walker, who

labored many long hours. ’ ' .
y

' - ’ Flnally, we, thank/ihqpparents, caregivers, "and
children who part1c1pated 1n the study. The written report can
never do justice to the honesty, grace, and patlence of thosé\wg
1nterv1ewed.' They too gave unselfishly, prov1d1ng\us w1th per-~ .

haps the richest experience of all. -
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" ‘( The Nat1onaﬁ Day Care Home Study, spongored by

Chridren, Youth  and Fam;lles, was a four-year sﬁudy of famlly"

T \day carenﬁeslgned to further the understand1ng of such care,

il s

structure and.place in the community,(and its costs.. 4 A

- 1

e ' Family day care--zzlld cé%e prov1ded in a home .
‘other than the qplld' own#bconstlt tes the largest system of A

out-of home care in- the Unléed States. Pf the-7.5 mlllldn U.S.

*

[ Xy

T fam111es whbaregularly use: some form of care- for the1r children .’ - -

a + for'10 hours a week or more, 45% place their chlldren in famlly. = e

. . ——
.

" day care homes. Famlly day care;encompasses a myrlad of unigue

-

- ar§angement§‘between é;mllles and carengers, xrangirg from 1nfor-

#
- ma agreements between re1at1ves and frlends to highly structured
/ f
formal operations.  Family day care homes operate: autonomously

4 ¢

and within family day care Systems or networks of homesj~wh1ch

—_—

- . At

-~

' ”may 1n‘turn be part-of larger community agencies. tj -

o ‘ \‘ Despite the widespread use of family day care,
little has beed known about the range of typical famlly day care
enviroannts, the differences and 51m11ar1t1es between regdlated -
and unregulated homes, ultural patterns in caring for children,
or dynamics of the family day care market. ‘Similarly, llttle"
N " has been known about how best to Suppqrt famllies and- caregivers

. An providing\plgh-qualfty care in home settlngs. As motherg of -

. oung children increasin enterethe labor force and more chil-
‘ I 4

.

dren need substitute care at younger ages than ever hefore, a . -

' Y "%

-
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‘ cr1tica1 need exists for high=quality care that meets the diverse
needs in thié‘céuntry at a cost that/;arents and tq}payers can ' o
. afford. This‘can be accomplished in part‘tHrough development
~and implenentation of sound.sthndards for quality care, through
ﬂﬁtratning~and technical aseistance progféms, through improvemerit )
) ofvservice delipery systems, and through strong suppord of par-
.ents in finding and‘meintaining child care that meets i:s}r par=- -
ticular family needsy, The National Day Care Home Study 'was
inttiated to’ provide a comprehenszve base of 1nformat10n to
further the development of these important arees and to promote
increasel effectiveness and efficiency in ‘the delivery oﬁ\pqme- /

. . -~ .
based care. ] ) +

— R . N

a /’

The National -Day Care Home Study represents ‘the
first&nationjl study of family day care‘and the first attempt to
*describe the ecoiogy of fanily day care-as a complex socialvsysv
tem. 1 'i's- the ‘f‘
$he principaixgé*’
children in cqre, their parents, and the communzty institutions

st major study to examine simultaneously all
; Ly y,

aday care participants--the caregiver., the’

that complete the day care milieu. ] .
All major forms of family day care are repre-////

sented in the National Day Care Home Study, including.the first e

large sample of informal, unregulated‘familygéay care homes ever

studied. This in itself constitutes an important brea ough

[

.
- in family day care research, because the. informal care arrange-

ments that pquominate in family day care are not easily iden}i-
fied in scientific sampling procedures. In addztion, the Nation-

al .Day Care Home Study %s the only study of national scope to

i




observe systematioally the care of children in home enviroéments
through the use of sophistigated and carefully tested instruments.
Finally, the study focused on understanding the cultural diver=-
T ~sity in family day care among three groups that together consti-
tute the largest users of family day care: (non-Hispanic) Whites,
- (non-Hispanici Blacks, and Hispanics. h
- L . The parent component of the National Day Care
Home Study, which provides the basis for this reportcfpgs desigggb
to describe parents' needs, preferences, ‘and satisfaction with
~ their day care arrangements. We wanted to describe thé consumers
l who use family day care, how they go about selecting care, and ,
what paref}s‘ﬁost‘want for themselves and their children.
Co " Initiated in 1976, the National Day Care Home
Study consisted of four research phases. Phase I was devoted to .,
) development of a research design capable of addressing major
family day care research and policy issues. Phase II was the
field implementation of the study in Los Angeles, the first of -
thred urban sites; it was a large;scale pilot test of ;II design *® '
elements and field procedures, During Phase III, the study was
extended to Philadelphia and San Antonio, the remaining research
sites: - Data from all three communities were analyzed and
, reported in Phase 1v, the final stage of this stud;.
Responsibility for ménagement of the National ‘
Day Care Home Study rested withgthe Administration for Children,
Youth and Families, Day Carej§eryices Division, in Washington,

' D.C~ Four research organizationsg participated in the design and ‘

-

< . .
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implementatton of this reseatch. During Phase I, development

of ‘the research, field management procedures, and interview instru-

’

ments were carried out by Westat, Inc., of Rockville, Maryland,

Abt Associateé,,Inc., of Cambridge, Massachusetts;. and the Center
e

"for Systems and Program Development, Inc,, of Washington, D.C.
4
‘Caregiver and child observation 8ystems were developed under a

separate contracteby SRI International of Menlo, Park, California,

v

Abt Associates, Inc., and the Center for Systems and Program

Development, Inc., continued in Phases II, .III, and IV as Research

-

Contractors, and $RI Internationzg remained t?e observation _ .
Contractor*for the study. The orgfnization of the National Day

Care Home Study,and contractor responsibilities are deScribed in

L}

Appendix h, 4 o

Ao -
"~ In addition to the research organizations that

conducte® the Na:ional Day Car'e -Home Study, a consultant panel

vas established during Phase I to provide important formative

advice, consultation, and careful peer review throughout tne

study. The cohsultant panel, representing relevant research
.specialties, participaied in the development of research ques-

tions- and instrument design and provided thoughtful review of

major study milestonesh The panel included Black, White, and )
Hispanic consultants to ensure sensitivity to issues of concera .

/ )
for the populations most. frequently served by family day care.

——

In addition, minority groap members of the panel formed a Minor-
"ity Task Force to identify technical and policy issues of par-

ticular significance for minorities and to offer broad procedural

* \
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guidelines for addressinq these issues. (Appendix A. includes a, L

list of tboSe who served on the consultent panel and the Minority

4

* ' Tagk Force.) _ ' . " ’ .

~

N - \ ¢ - .
- The Administration for Children, Youth and

>

Families is proud to present this %}nal report of the Natidnal

Day Care Home, Study, the Parent Study Component. The research

was carefully conceived and executed and, we believe, ubstan- v
tially expands the base of knowledge about family day care. We

are hopeful that this information will also be useful to others

in the day care field as we strive together to promote the well

being of our nation 8 children. ; ~ &
- -

L * .
. »
K

" .Patricia Divine Hawkins .
¢ Project Director
. National Day Care Home Study
Day Care Services Division ‘
Administration ‘for Children, -
Youth and FamiXies
Department of Health and Human Services
Washgngton, B.C, 20202




Chapter 1.0 , .

INTRODUCTION: THE PARENT COMPONENT OF THE B

" - NATIONAL DAY CARE HOME STUDY

i b

“,1. The Demand for Day Care-

~In San Francisco, a child pase\referral service
turns away each month 250 callers seeking infant care., In 4
Washington, D.C., a local fanily day care systé serving infants
"and preschool children has a waiting list of 400 families for
28 full-time infant care slots. 1In Wichita, Kansas, 19 slots
in ‘a new infant day care center wére filled within days, and
40 families were on the waitin%glist. A recent newspaper
article entztled "Job Trends~Spur Need for Infant Day Care
Ceriters™ (Richards, 1979) reported these-examples of thg dra-
matlc increase in the demand for day care for young children--
a demand which is expected to continue growing in this decade.

) The need for child care is associated with ‘the
increasihg participation in the labor force of mothers pf young
children. ?he percentage of ehildren under six years of age who

. have motngﬁ; working outside the nome c}imbed from 28.5% in
1970 to 37.6% in &1977 (Richards, 1979). By the end of 1980 fthis
figure is expected‘t;\reach 44.8%. Current economic pressures
and the increase in the number of single parent households

are major factors contributing to the number of working women.

"The real median income of Amerlcan families jumped 64% from

»

‘ * . . 18' .
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1950 to 1970, but has crawled up by less than 1% a ydar in the'
past decade. Weekly real take-home pay has been declining for
two years" (Taber, 1980). TSe two-income ,family has become a
necessity in many parts of the country. For e;ﬁmple, between
1969 and 1979, the percentage of White families yith more than
one income earner climbed from 53.6% to 55 4s. Anmong Black
families, showever, there was a decrease of two-income families
from 57.2% to 42.6% during the same period, indicating perhaps
the effects of the recession and an increase in single parent
households//dime, June ls, 1980). Census Bureau statistics
1nd1cate that single parent households increased by 79% from : "y
1970 to 1979. This increase 1n‘one-parenb f:;ilies, due in
part: to more divorbe and separation in American society, is .
among the most dramatic social'developments'of the. decade.
The.ﬁigures show that;among White families with children, 15%
are one-parent familiés., Amond Black families nith children, v
the Census Bureau reported, 46% are headed by women (Rich, |
:'1980?. L g . ~ -~
It"is clear, from labor market trends showing '
tincreased participation of women in the woriiforce,'that parents .
, will be suhject-to enormous pressures to place t?Air children ‘

in suitablé child care arrangements. And what day care options
ate available to satisfy, the demand? )

‘ Family df; care--child care provided in a homb

~

_ggfher than the child's own home—-constitutes the largest natural

L4

system of out-of-home care in the United States, both in terms -
. , N & t

b
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) of the nqmber of families served and the number of ch1lAren in

care. ThlS form of care repnesents the choxce of 45% of the 7.5

+ . ‘million families who regularly (se some form of eare for ‘their

) children ten houre a week or more. An estimated 1.3 million
'family day care homes serve approximately-2.4 million children
' - ‘ X 4'.‘ 4 ) t
~ full-time, that is, more than 30 hours per week. An estimated-

2.8 million children are served 10-29, hours per week,'and 16.7
million ceive occasional care--less than ten hours per week.
More than half the children in care are under six years of age;

the greatest proportion of these are urider three:. Thirty

2t

percent are aged three, to five. Family day care also represent$

the most prevalent mode/of after-school care for the five million

school children be tween six and 13 years of age whose;parentS‘

-

work (Vol. II,"UnéO, Inc., 1975) “t -

-

rs

- Center- baseq;care--that is, full- t1me care in &

1)
facility serving 13 or motre children under the age of 13--repre- ol

-

sents an option for pomparatively few families seeking child care

today. There are approximatély 18,300 licensed day gare centers

in the 50 states and the District of Columbia serving about ,
900,000 children, most on a full-time basig. (Coelen, Glantz,
and Calorg, 1978). Day care centers Serve only about 10% of o

i{é ‘3\" N . ’
all children in care, and are“f&%‘the most part limited to the

. ’ - ” .
» preschool population, aged:three to five years.
. In-home gaﬁe is care gfovided in the child's own
howeé By a non-relative or by a relative who is not a member of

the child's own household. Recent figures indicate that approxi- r

' L - . v \

. ’ v , *
>
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mately 619,000 children recelve care by*a non-relative in thel(

own homes for 30 Nours a week or.more. In-home care s fre- ’ |
quentlY'a preference of parents of}ébhool-aged children or of |
those with %nfants and toddlers.. More then;half the children

served in their own homes are of .school age; about one-fifth °
»

areipreschoolers; and the remainder are infants and toddlers

(VOIo II’ UnCO, Inc-’ 1975)0 . R -

Family day care has in the past represented, and

! .
will continue to represent, a substantial segment of the day

care market. For cduntless families, for reasons of availabil-

>

ity, cost, and preference, family day care will be the most’
Vil . »
practical and feasible option. The néwspaper ar'ticle cited . )

previously Qas disturbing because, while it mentioned family

J
day. care, as the preference of parents of children under two

years of age, it clearly implied that this form of care is
» o .~

" most fteﬂuently custodial in nature, 1In contrast, Arthur

"Emlen noted (Emlen, Donaghue, and LaForge, 1971) that too féw % s

4 el
.

see family day care as a creative social achievement~-an -
agaptation of family life that meets important'needs of care-
‘givers, the users of care, and the children in care. Given

! the ever-increae}ng demand for child care and.thg_importance
df earlyfchildhood experience, parents deserve'to be informed

LS

. ab0ut the strengths as well as the limitatiqps of family day i’

-

care. . N
s : . ) . .
1.2 Purpose of the Parent Compopent 7
‘x .
- . Though it is extensively used, comprehensive

» L

o knowledge about ‘Eily‘an care has not been available. This

It A
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A

'form'of care is largely informal and is privately arrangedlbe-.
. - .

tweéﬁ parents and caregivers who are frequently- friends, neigh-

bors, or relatives. Up to 90%-of family da§ care in this country

C

is unregulated. In'l979, however, tpere were approximately '

.y
33

112,000 regulated family day care homes, serving an average of ‘ e
three children per home (Vol. II, AAI,- 1/50) Most regulated
caregivers, like those who are unregulated, opérate.autonomoualy
but_are either licegged by or uegistered witﬁ,a‘state agency.
of éhe regulated caregivers, aﬁproximatel} 30,000, serving at
; . least lzo)ooo‘cuildren, operate as pert of day care systemsr-
netuorks of hoﬁeé under the spcnsorship of en'administrating
agency. Sponsored homes, in general, serve childrep whose care

is subéidiied;:cfteu the provider has access to a range’of gbr-
vices suchk as caregiver traihing and client referral. .

Family day care homes have several other chayac-
teristics as well which make identifyigg-and monitoring them
difficult.

o They are invisible. Broviders generally dc not adver-
- tise, nor 4o they meke many demands on community resources.

o They are short-lived. . The attrition rate is substantial

and turnover is rapid.. -«

o Their pperatofs may be-unaGare'o%ﬁo; avoid licensing.
. 5 ) )
Caregivers may not know of licensiny requirements.

‘ Others avoid regulatidn because goning ordinances may

tprohibit the operation of a day cale home, or because

Al

\ they may not meet the licensing requirementé.

4

A\
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. F}nally, most government involzement hasifocusedi ;1 o
"on center day care. ﬁargely because of its informal structure,
fam%ly,day care has not been able to compete for available d7§
care‘dollars; It is because of these factors among others that p
family day care has eluded extensive stundy.
: The.National bay Care Home étudy, initiated in
1976, is the first national study of family day care’ and the
first attempt -to obtain a comprehensive description of- this form,
of care. The‘study examines all of the principal fam11y day
care participants#-the caregivers, the children in care, the
parents who purchase care, day care agency admlnistrators, and
- community advocates. This approach recognlzes\that family day
’care is a rich natural resource--a complex social system that"

merits systematic examinatdion.

Epe;parent component of the studl;icondhcted by
the Center for Sst%ms and Program Development, Inc. (CSPD),
examined parents' needs, preferences, and'satisfaction with -
their famﬁly day care arrangements. It is apparent that day
car-e consumers do choose famiiy day care. Little, however,
has been”known about«wﬁ& they select one ‘form of  care over
another. When parents choose gamily day care over center care,
for example, they. may well consider some of the advantages
often cited. Family day care is most likely more personalized;
it is frequently. in the family 8 neighborhood and thus offers

" convenience; it promotes & continuity of cultyral and child-

rearing values. Parents can plagigsibllngs with the same

~ 7

/
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provifler; family day care home schedules may be moxe flexible;

and most\likely the cost of care is less than for' center-based

' care. On the othen hand, parents may also weigh such disaavan-

¢

tages as the comparative instability of family day care and the
{
possible lack of opportunities for appropriate cognitive ‘and .
- language development. Because femily day care is largely unsu-

perv1sed, parents may finh\it difficult to locate care and assess
‘ *

its quality.

~

Policy makers, advocates, and Planners have to

"know, how’ parents go about selecting care in order to assist

them. They need to know what is important to parents about their ‘
. caregivers, the other children in care, the activities in the

home, and the_home‘environment; why parents end their arrange~

ments; and which factors contribute to satisfaction and stability.

”

The -parent component of tﬁt National Day Care Home Study presents
- . .\'- Y

information from responses by parents on these and other #ssues”

concerning their care arrangements.

-

1.3 The Parent Component and Policy Direction
) s

Too frequently, child care policy, whlich includest e

¥

regulations, trafhinq{ finarmrcial subsi@y, technical assistance,

and the developmgnt of support'models, has been directed exclu- -

sively toward providers, The inclusion of a parent component in
i the National Day Care Home Study indioetes recognition that the

N ~N
interests of consumers and caregivers are not identical even 1

4

Q ' ' ) - )\
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' though they share a common concern--the child in care. -8ervices
are needed that can _reach parents and, are résponsive to parents'

- ] M 2
concerns. )

3

-

Caregiver qualLficationé is one issue on which °
_parents’' requirements should be clarified. Do parents prefer -

experience to formal training? Whatkinds of(exéhrignce qualify

3

providers? If théir caregivers were to receive in-service train-

<

. ing, what kind of training would parents p;efer that they have?
- ' . Licdensing or regulating family déy care homes

is another problematic issue. Regulations vary in form and
substance not only from state to state, but frop community to

community within states. « Regulations differ fn the way they

-

define the family day tare home and in how they establish
VN .

- [N L
such important policy variables as age mix, group size, and

caregiver/child ratio. Critics of family day care charge that
\ .

it is difficult to monitor and supervise homes, and that, fur~
ther,'licensing homes may mislead consumers because licensing %

does. not .guarantee guality. But do parents prefer to use a

A

regulated home? Can the features of family day care that

. .
‘are most important to parents be regulated? Licensing homes

may help to curb gross inadequacies, but if parents'go not

pgrceive regulation as important,\i€ will not be a factor ‘in

3

their selection.
t
The data from the parent study can influence the

/ ' .
focus and direction of federal, state, and local support of’
{ \

family day care. For example, when the patterns—-the éim;lgpiffl

- -
. . ~—
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" ties and dif ferences between care in sponsored, regulated, and
unreguleted homes--are examined in relation to parents' prefer=-
ences, it may become evident that there 1s no bést family
-day care mo&el. . Parental preferences have a strong cultural
basis. Ayency-run homes, which frequently have highly structured
”operatlons and a system of reiated social services, may appeal
.to one group of consumers. 'Others, however, may prefer care by
relatives, neighbors, or close friends in the community, perhaps'
'perceiving that, through their relationship with éhe caregiver,
they can exercise more contrgl over what happens to their chil-
cren during the day. These more "informal arrangements are impor-
tant to commnunities given the demand for care; most are and will
remain unregulated. ] ‘

¢ , The design of this study reflects a recognition
that family day care is influenced,by the culture, traditions, .
and values of the communities it serves. To the extent possibie,- e
government day care advqcates and specialists must offer creative
and responsiue support, making available to consumers a range .
of choices'that will continue to meet their requirements. The
outcome of the NationaléPay Care Home Study, anc og«the parent
. component in particular, wi£1 assist the efforts of policy-makers,
advocates, consumers, and caregivers by providing a foundationJ

*

" of fact for that support.//

- .
1.4 ' Organization of the Report

. 5 T . d ,
Chapter 2.0 presents the research design of the

parent component in detail and }ncludes’a discussion of the -
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reééarph dﬂestions. Chapter 3.0 deséribes'the sample selection
and study 1mplementation. The remaininé chapters déscribe data
. on ‘the characteristics of~parenté who use family day care (Chap=~_

ter 4.0), parental needs and preferences for .care (Chapter 5.0),

pare;t expectations and satisfaction with care (Chapter 6.0),
and cost of care (Chapter 7.0). The final chapter summarizes
| major‘éindings, describes those characteristics of €amily
day care that are most important to parents, and, presents
_a profile of consumers of fa ly day care. = : 9- \
. ’ ~’ - Other NDCHS reports age listed on the inside
cover of this report.. Study contractors are identified d/'the~

cover page.

©y
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Chapter 2.0 v

*

PARENT COMPONENT RESEARCH DESIGN . -

- 3*
.
L

2.1 prior StiMies of Family Day Cage

The.central aim bf the parent/component of the

Narional Da§\Care Home Study is to provide the AdMinisrretion
X gé% Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) with descriptions '
o of parents' needs; preferen;es, and satisfaction with their
family day ‘care arrangements. ,Prior-to developing a set of

research questioneq defining parent study constructs, seleet-

ing variables, and, ultimately, develoﬁing the instruments, a

P

xperspeétige_on the family'day care arrangement had to be
achieved. This task necesgi:g&e? a review of recent fahify
. day care research.

For the mgep part, the considerable body of
reséarch in?aay care, child develonggﬁgT’and compensatory edu~
cation has ignored family day care. The majority of studies -
have been significantly limited in sample size, numbey of o
variablee\\br research deeign.' Certainly no previous studies n
are as cdmprehensive as the National D&y Care Home study. b
None, for example, hes included a representative sample of
?emily day care consumers varying in ethnicity and utilizing

" homesfzf varying regulatory statuls. None has examined in
detail what parents want from their arrangements, and how y
they'feel about family dey cere.

™~ |
ERIC L 2-1 :
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s
4 . .
* . The research most useful to thé development of
.the parent component proved to be: '
4 : o
o Studies of family day care a¥ranggments as a social
system, studies of user and provider attitudes, and
studies of the family day care home as a childrearing
&

environment;

0 Surveys of child care arrangements of working mothers.

-~

2.1.1 Research on Family Day Care as a Social System
and a Childrearing Environment

A seri€s of stﬁdies coﬁdﬁcted’by Arthur’Emlen
an@iAssociates (1971, 1974) in Portland, Oregon, examined family
day care as a natural system, contracted privately and inform-

» ally Between users and providers living iﬁ the same general
“. lécality. ‘A longitudinal study of 116 family da? care arrange;
ments (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974)'investi%atéd the
life circumstances and attitudes of both mothers ;nd caregivers,
charactetistic: of the| arrangements, sources of satisfaction
-and dissatigﬁabtion; and those factors contributing to stability
" or ihstab%lity of the arrangements. Most of the relationships
were ]ﬁtually satisfactory, in spiée of some evide:Ee that_ the
_ caregivers' agcommodations to changes in the mothers' schedules
and to otﬁer demands were méde at. some personal cost. Although
caregivers wer® more likely to be dissatisfied, most aﬁrapge-

ments were terminated by the mothers for reasons other than

dissatisfaction: changes in marital status, residence, or job

(.3
»
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requirements. " Initial impressions obtained froy/taped interviews'
inddcated that both parent -and caregiver wanted the othér to be
equafly concerned about the child. Both wanted to communicate
easily abput the child's progress, and both had a desire to be \ .
treated fairly. "ﬁ%thers want to feel some degree Qf control

over their child 8 day care situation, and sitters want mothers

-to livevup_tp the contract and not take their sitters for granted”

(Emlen, Donoghue, and Clazkson, 1974, pp. 102-103).

Emlen's earlier work, Child Care by Kith, was

~

_based on a preliminary study conducted to pretest and refine the
development of scales used in the longitudinal.research. , This

‘study viewed the arrangements primarily through the eyes of the .
mothers and providers and described the economic ‘and social A .
exchanoe of,the contracting parties. [The studx;made two unique

contributions. One was that long-lasting relationships were

//// 'well represented in the sample. The median duration ofthese

<

) arrangements was six months at the start of data collection.

- Subsequent follow—up showed that more than half «of the arrange-
ments‘lasted more thanra year. Secondly, the sample allowed
compatrison of the dynamics of arrangements between "strangers"

_Qho;ﬁad ndtjknown each other previously with those of arrange- ~
ments\betweenffriends or gcquaintances; ‘The studies of Emlen
and Associates were eﬁormously helpful in forning our initial’
condeptions’of tne caregiving arrangement, and in focusihd our
attention on .important variable domains for ekploration.

tA
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An intensive study of unsupervised fémily day .
* care arrdngements in New York City (Willner, 1969) examined the

caregiving characteristics of 242 providers and 360 natural

mothers. The users ‘were asked about their reasons for selecting

family da; care, their childrearing practices, their empioy-

ment history, and their child's day care history. Willner

found that privaté family day care users. preferréd center care,

LY )
but this sample was taken from center waiting lists. P .
2,1.2 *t Surveys of Family Day Care Users

The question of who uses family day care is a
)matter of somemgebate to which descriptive data from‘the Na-
tional Day Care Home Study will br#ng significant clarification.
In 1975, the National Child Care Consumer Study was completed.

. This study was designed to find out who uses child care nation-g
ally, when care ig- used, what care costs, and, in addition;
childAcare'users' preferences, attitudes, and opinio;s. The
more than 4000 personal interviews that were conducted from * -
.a stratified national probability sample'of telephone households
with children_under 14 years of age pro;ed useful in identifying

broad patterns and trends. Important areas of'inquiry from that

survey were included .in the parent component of the National
Day Care Home‘Study. Comparison of findings with those of
‘o the~National Child Care Consumer Survey are provided in this

7 report where appropriate.




In l97Qh"a‘study was undertaken for the Office
of Economic Opportunity by‘Westinghouse/Westat. Data were
ccllected from a national sample of several groups of users

~N and providers of child care services. A significant limitation
of the study was tbat, despite the large numbers of day care
centers, parents, a;d other interested parties it surveyed,

‘ its random sample of just 134 family day care homes was too
small to provide useful generalizations, given the variety of
home types. Only a limited range of data was collected by
means of a telephone survey. Mcyeover, the samples of users

and caregivers were not coordinated, precluding combined

‘analyses of the composite data sets.

.

1

One of the earliest studies of family day care
was the Spindler and Low study of 1968, This study provided
information on the characteristics of a particular group.of
child care users--mothers who worked at least part-time for 27
weeks during.1964 and had at least one child under 14 years oi

age ih their homes. “This study and that of Ruderman in 1968.

- > investigatdd mothers' satisfaction with their current day care
arrangements. Results indicated #hat mothers with low income,
particularly those usinglfamily day care, expressed the greatest
dissatiéfaction. Socio-econom{c status (SES) was seen to_be
related td, the mothers' day care preferences. Low SES m@thers

\ preferred centers, foqusin ‘on the impc;}ance of trained staff *

. ) for educating their children and for imparting social skills.,

L4

Higher SES mothers, on the other hand, were more negative about
. .t

-




centers, emphasizing their overcrowding, Qgck of individual care,

Z
3

and excessive structure. Inianother study, Schultze (1972)
' reported/that Black fémtlies tended to prefer center-bas%d care

*
* over family da§ care. A more recent review of studies on pat-
v ., N
terns of day care usage states that there is little difference
7 .

«in use patterns among ethnic groups t&;ll, 1977). .
s )

2.2 Perspectives on Family Day Care
1

bespite the studies just’cited, and despite the
fact' that nearly 50% of all children_in full-time care are
served in day care homes, the complexity and diversity of fam-
11& day care arrangemen{< have not been appreciated. Because
of the emphasis ‘on center%ﬁased care,'it would not have been
difficult to give credence to the stereotype that family day
care is custodia;, unstable, and adult rather than child-cen-
tered. After all, providers, thongh they may be experienced,
are not "professional" as compared with day care center staff.
It %as essential that the National‘Day Care Home Study reflect
both the strengths and limitations oquamily day care fully
and in;artially. The stndy contractors, tnerefore, under the
leadership of ACYF, attempted to ensure a comprehensive, bali ‘.
‘anced approach in several ways: I e
o ' Intercorporate meetinds among the study contractors

emphasized careful and coherent.develoément, focusing

upon both preliminary conceptualization of design and

and refinement of procedures. -




L4 . . s

\, o] Tne Phase I survey ;rovided‘valdable baseline‘data
| necessary to the development of the overall study .
. degign, ‘ & K T ’ |
o. The consultant pﬁnel, establlahed during Phase I, '
contributed extensively to the cqncepxuallzations (
and design of the study and to an .understanding of
family day care, Consultants represented a range'
of specialties--research, advocacy, administra-.
‘tion, pianning, and practice. uThe panel }ncluded
Black, White, and Hispanic persons to ensure sensi- Y
tivity to the concerns of dlfferent populations
using family day care. ' T4
The oyerall study design anc ‘the Qonceptualiza-
tions of the parent component reflect the major themes of CSPD's
remiep of family day care research.
o N First, family day care consists predominantly
of informal,'private social contracts between parents and care-
givers. Most do not involve a social agency or an organized
* child care referral service. Parents and caregivers,Athe.con-
7tracting parties, negotiate an exchange of money for services .
to the '¢hild and family. . The caregiving re1atf§nship~is at ’ - ‘)
once 2 bu31ness arrangement and an informal, arrangement which |
may involve friendship or kinship. Frequently, when flothers 3
and caregivers are not-acquainted initially, the relationship

develops overrtime into friendship.- Emlen found that "high

e g

initial closeness is associated with short durations (of the

-
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arrangement) while an ingreasinggand subsequent closeness is
. % .

-

*+ an important contributor toi an enduring arrangement" (Emlen,

Donoghue, and Clargébn, 1974, p. 252).°

Second, consumers wview the éay care hémé as‘a
— child rearing environmeﬁt supplementing the chiid's own family.
Therefore, to guide the identification ai éomains for;explora—
tion, the contractor conducted an-extensive review,ofaiglgvant
social science literature. As indicated in the.bib}loéraphy
presented in the Appendix, there have been numerous studies ’
on the family, miﬁ&rity families, ©hild socialization, the ‘ ’ ;.
impact of working wives, and parenting, all of which pgoved.
relevant sugjecﬁ areas. This llterature provided a rich béﬁi:
ground for the task of assessing parents' expectations fo; 3
.their children and their perceptions of the home as a care-
giving.gnvironment. ¥

Finally, evaluations by'the.pazqets themselves

L4

\‘of the basic characteristics of the day care home constitute

the most universally acceptable way of judging whether the
home is fulfilling their expectations. Using the ;arenéé' own
evgluq@ions permits the homeé-ésﬁbe assessed on.ihe-bgses fo;.
which they were.originélly seledted. Parents' opinions about
— caregiver qualifications, £heir peréépﬁ?oﬁs of which chéracter-
’/;9e4cs of the home can be appropriately regulated; and their
requirements regarding such chafacteristics as age mix, group
size, and program costs'provide ah:imporéant context within - -

which to consider the role of government in support of s

family day care. - ‘ SR T
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N For examplée, éhe outcome for the child in care |
. depends on the relationship Between the parent and caregiver.
While the government can mandate training for providers, Jjust

hich personality traits reflect concern and the capability

to nurture must finally remain a judgment that parents them-
selVes must make. Decentralized community-based resources
would dgreatly enhance thewability of consumers.to find care-
givers of their preference. Serlous consideration of the - .
NDCHS parent data by policy makers %ill encourage the develop-

ment of intervention programs that reflect the interests of

both consumers and providers. ’ _ .
- N

-

2.3 Conceptual Framework for. the Parent Component

Studx contractors conceptualized a model of

family day ca;e reflecting the najor factors‘which,influence )

this kind of care. The model identified the data collection

systems necessary for a comprehensive understanding of family '

day care (Table 2.1).% The principal factors that influence .
! the day care home are the characteristics of the caregi;er and
- the consumers--parent’s and ’their chil‘dren in care. " Thé state §
and local regulatory‘environment, the sponsoring agency, and

'xthe community also atfect'family day care. The model. provided .

-‘ a guide for_ the development of research questions and the

L4

~ selection of wvariables di\eeted toward a detailed exploration

-

of eachﬁof’thﬁ principal gactors. ‘

] * Tables aéé/presented'at the conclusion of each chapter.
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From the model, CSPD constructed a parent com—

ponent designed to address the following specific research
questions:

-~ - g

o What are the characteristics of the population N
that uses family day care?
! o What are the child'cage needg and éreferences of
. (’ ’ . families with small children? .
o What services éo parents need above and Beyona ’ |
g basic éay” e? ’What do parents eépect of their
arrangeﬁedgé and are their expectations met?

o What do_ parents pay for fami;y Qay care? . Are par-
ents‘satisfied with theis services in relat;qg to
cost?

o What char;ctéristics of family day care homes and

. ‘providers of care are most important to parents?
*~ Table 2.1 demonstrates that the coqceptualiza-
— tion of the pargnt study proceeded from the demand questions .
toward the~fina1 degre? of gpecificity represented b§ the ‘ -
specif;c interview 1gems. Thg major‘bafent studxrconstructd

4
formed a basis for the selection of:variables.

2,301 Consumer Pobuiation Characteristics

A basic assumption is that tHéjgamily-ig,essen-‘ .
" tially a ﬁeighboégood phenomenoh-influenbed by community values \
K yhich.parenis'anq Garegivers Erequenfly share. Child rearing
a;éifudeé, which may determine day care'preferenées and ulti-
} , SR ‘ , 2
o 37 s )
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mately expeétatibns and satisfaction, are rooted in a cultural
and ethnic heritage. This is but one index of how important
parent and child demographic data are to an understanding of
many issues in the study. However, such SES variables as ¥
income, education, and pccdpation,'when linked to etﬁnicity,
have been used with caution in the interpretation of findings.
As Hill notes,
Many of the studies in the literatufe fail
to note the broad range of values and life- \\\
» styles among persons within similar socio- .
economic levels, and the great similarity ‘

_— of values between persons at different socio»
economic levels. (Hill, 1972, p. 27.)

2.3.2 Parental Need and Preference for Child Care

7

The agyantageé"bf family day care are often
c{ted in the literature. iess underst?od are the reasons that
motivate families “to seleot that form of care and the particular .
caregiver, Parents may haye to balance their own fgmily feaa _
quirements, their children's ﬁeeds, and the availability of the v
care they want. L T '
In this gegard, items in the'parent intgrQiew
were dirécted to the following questionsiff interest:
' o Why do consumers select famili day care? What
alternatives do théy consider and feject? Is
there a relationship between previous child care
arrangements and the choice of famil§ éay care?

o What quqi}ficatiohs of providers affect consumer

choices?

4
»
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N
- o 1Is family day care the preferred'care? 1If not,
what type of care”do parents want for their children?

3 o Is care by relatiyg? or close friends prominent? I

~

Is such care related to ethnicity, special ser-
vices, or cost? ) ’
o 1Is the choice of care related to specﬁallneeds%
o How do parents co out finding daregivers and how-
‘do'they assess ceﬁZ:iver qualifications% “;
" A study of the data generated b§ these concerns

may go far toward arriving at solutions to the social i!blation’

of caregivers and consumers of family day care noted by Emlen:

Perhaps the critical deficiency in family day care

- is the social isolation of the parties to the arrange-
ment, the chancy way ‘they must £ind one another, and
the lack of social networks or supportive mechanisms
connecting caregivers and users of family day care to
needed assistance. e desperate working mother who |
doesn't know where tggturn or how to do it and makes

. a poor arrangement thdt doesnit last, the housebound
caregiver who struggles alone and becomes frustrated .

¥ and emotionally drained~-these are individuals often-
acting alone without assistance, guidance or support.
Lt (Emlen' 1977' po 14 ) ~
$2,3.3 Parental Expectations and Satisfaction
: With Care
j ' ' _ ' ’
(a/ . Parent satisfaction is a prime measure of the

succees'of any child care program. Yet it is difficult at
best toqmeasure, particuIarly‘in an exploratory, descriptiee
.research study. Traditionally in social research, conceptnal
groundwork is developed through extensive empirical studies.

The aim is to generate concepts, to identify principal aspects

- 2=12""
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of a new subject area, '‘and to organize formal thinking and

analysis. But family day care research is rélatively recent.
Therefore, in the absence of prior exploration, the assess-
ment of parent satiéfaqtion was approached with particular

©

care. .
: :Research gupports the vie@ that overall satis-
faétipn with cﬁild care goes beyond the child's experience in
., care to a set of parental égéitudes.prgny f&ctors individually
and collectively influence parengs’ attitudes, including how
. they may feel about the neceéssity of making day egre arrange=
ments in the‘first place, how they view working mothers, and
how Sati;f}ed generally tﬁey are with'their own .job. Idiosyn= )
cratic parental attitudes toward childrearing as*wéll as cultur-
ally derived and specifically sanctioned attitudes towaré the
appropriate wife/mother role are important considerations.

For example, 'attitudes toward the caregiver and
satisfaction'with the day care ar;éngemenps may be affected by
the dife’s_attitude toward employment. Harrell and Ridley
(1975) reported that satisfaction with day care arrangements .
was positively related to how the mothér felé out work and . .
the\job. In a recent revigw of Fesearck studies of women in
the labor mquet, Beckett (1976) reportéd that‘Black married

females, and White married females differed in labor force

. partibipatibn on every variablé‘tha& was investigated. The

average White wife whose husband is employed may be concerned

b

. about fer husbénd's.gttitude toward ‘her empioymen; and the effect
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that her absence from her children may have an them, as the

* average Black wife»may be. For White wives, however, the tra-
ditiohal, American view has been that, for women with preschool
children, the wopan's place is in the home, while the more modern
or liberatedﬁyiew coingides with the’ view of modt Black families.

Black women are expected to combine roles of wife, mother earner

-

L3

workerO(Scanzoni, 1975). Whereas the White wife may feel ambiva-

ient 'in her "new" role as employed mother-with cKiIdren in day

.

care, the Black ‘wife's ambivalence may arise from perfdrming the

traditional role for Black woman--a role that reflects lgg years
‘of repression. These Black wives have adopted the view of women

"that requires mothers of infants and pres | children to remain

at home (Be‘lett, 1976). 1If. a wife/mother 8 ambivalent about
worﬁ{ng and placing her child in day care, or if her husband,,
family, or friends cr1ticize her for~doing s¢, she may project

r guilt feelings onto the caregivbr. She may be more criti?al
and dissatisfied with the care her child receives, not because '
_ of inadequacies in the day'tare arrangement or disappointment -
with the caregiver, but because no child care could be satisfac-
tory, sh6rt of her wn care 'in her own home. , ’

on the other hand, if she views as appropriate

\ the placement of her c ild in a day care facility while she

works, then her task is reduced to finding satisfactory child

$ L 19
+ care arrangements and she will more probably‘be satisfied{ﬁith
- - . -
child care. oo LT ‘.
," While the parent‘component could not explore the’

subtleties of parent expectations ‘and satisfaction, a number of

»

O | , - . - ' . .
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other factOrs provide an index to the guccess of family day care
as seen through the eyes of"’ the parents. For example, family
day care is attractive to many consumers because caregivers '
( - rfrequently‘provide special services beyond basic care. Parents
may require flexible hours dnd such special serv1ces’?s care
for 111 children, transportatidn, overnight care, and weekend ~ |
care. The data include responses to questions about parents'
‘need for, use of, and‘satisfaction with any special services
provideg:L.Parents"satisfaction and dissatisfaction were also'
: assessed hyiexploring the extent to which’the physical facility,
.}he program of activities, and'theacaregiver hersélf mét their
éxpectationsj , ’ g
The parent/caregiver'relationship;-the fit be-

-

tween the needs of the working family, the needs of the care~
. -

giver, and the needs of the child--must be a major‘index of the
success of the arrangement. Considerable attention was given ’ .
to exploring the nature of parents'’ communjcations and contact
with their caregﬁyers, the perceptions each has of “the quality -
" of the relationship, and the concern of each for the child., It
was also important ‘to asgpss the extent to which parents and
\ caregivers share ‘basic child;earing attitudes, and whether it

is'important tq\parents that they do. Caregivers often shate

s and“can reinforce the social and cultural values of the fami-
ﬁ'r, ‘ . !

é’ lies they serve. Many parents; on the other hand, prefer to

,expose their children to different social experiences. ‘Be~-
c &
/. cause. Black and Hispanic families are characterized by extended

family networks, they may.more readily accept differences inf;
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\ their carégiver'€ approach to.childrearing. Tbls;plore these
and related factorsi parents and caregivere in éan Antonio and
Philadelphia were interviewed extensively.on their childreéring

attitudes .ahd practices. ’

' Indirect approaches to parent satisfaction proved
to be useful in isolating dissatisfaction with selected charac~-
teristics of “the arrangement. For example, parents. in gﬁiladei-
phia and San Antonio were qnetieg ;bout their current e&pectations,
the incidence 6f eccidents in the home, evidence of distress in
their chiidren, andatheir initial concerns about the home

prior to finalizing the’ arrangement. .

In sumnary, the exploration of parent expectations
and satisfaction attempts to find out what family day care, as

an extension of .the child's own family, means to the families

; involved. ‘ < y,

~ .

2.3.4 Cost of* Child Care

_ Mothers entei the labor force for a variety of
reasons, of‘whicn tRe most compellingXie economic. In father~
less families, tge nother‘s income is eesential to é&f}ain the
family. For many day care consumers, then, as the data reported
from this study indicate, the cost of care is a factor in the
selection of family day care over other types of care.

b The.transaction between parents and cgtegivers
is at once an economic"exchange of money for services rendered

as wel; ‘as an interpersonal exchange of great complexity. The

parent and caregiver components of the National Day Care Home
P 2.

Q \. . ’ ‘ '/
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Study explored both dimensions of the caregiving arrangement.
i . I - .

Emlen®™s earlier findinés’grovided a context and direction

kb

for selected aspects of the cost of care. He reported that s

E

caregivers frequently mentioned government subsidie§ as an "

.alternative to asking mothers to pay higher fees.
Many a sitter during the interview stopped
when she came to the item about being paid %
enough and explained to the interviewer that
. ~ she knows from her own experience when she \
s was a working mother how little a mother has
in take-home. pay after taxes, social -security,
, transportatlon, clothing expenses and baby-
sitting fees. Sitters are particularly so-
N licftous of mothers who are "going it alone"
' and seme will reduce fees based on ability
to pay. (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, -
.p. 101.) .

I'd o

B % ;& Cavegivers are’ 1n somewhaf of a bind. vThey can

select thg childgen they want to serve but cannot price them-
selves out of the mgifetdby charging fees commensurate with
‘\services.*‘ﬂost parehts in Emlen's study'pald the "going rate"

even if the§ could afford to pay more. . \

@_"‘ Ihese earlier findings suggested to the contrac-

tors thatﬁﬁothrcaregiver and parent interviews should explore
(=4

interactions regardlng fees~-that 1s, wha establishes the fee

—}

and how parents and caregivers feel about changinz/the fee
schedule as circumstances change. Additionally, arent resﬁon-

dents were queried concerning their ability and willingness

i o ’ \ . - &=

to pay more £br the same services and for additional services.
f . L] -

.~

- -”- . . B . [}
Family Day Care Home Characteristics of
Importance,to Parents L

L]

The %pitial years of childhood,’so heavily in~, .

d by the experience of the family day care home, are,

-

S ‘ 2"17 44
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considered by many experts in child development to be of major -
imporéénce becayse of their impact on character formation. B
Cast in this light, it is easy .to perceive that the fémily /}
day care ﬁoﬁ;, an institution of growing centralfty in the
evolution of American society, may have major impact on
the very nature of soyiety itself. For this reason, i? is
imgbrtant, even at this ;arly stage of studies of family day.
care, to attempt to identify emerging central themes in the
nature of'this experience, and to describe those character-
istics of the arrangement which are most important to parents.
. This\effo?t ;o focus on what is htral in the
famiiy‘day care experience. for p;rents is not representative “
of the variation in that gxperience, nor should.it be. Rather,
it is a purposive attempt to call attention to dimensions of
the expérienéé that, in the ebb and flow of American sociél
develqﬁﬁent, may pe used to.chara;terige it. wWhat is pfesente&
in the summary chapter, therefs}e, should not be taken as the
only characteristics of encounters by parents with these aspects
of social organization. :
The rich data base, consisting of responses by
parents tyemsélves, proYides an invaluable opportunit% to attempt*((’“\\
to énswer;the question, "What ao ﬁérengs want in a family day
care arrangement fdr themselves and: for their children in care?”
Bhrents need day care to remain in the labor . £

1

force. They need to fulfill their work obligations without a
— - % *
feeling of anxiety about the welfare of their children. Once

parents find‘a caregiver who meets requirements of pay,"hours, .

f A:., [
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-and locatggn, what other aspects of care become most important

—_ P -
v . . J

to them? Our approach to this question involved examining pat-

terns and themes in answers to selected key quéstions in the

interview instrument. - %

The capacity of the careg{vertto‘meet the; needs
of pérents and chifdren, and thé qualities she brings to this
task, emerge as a central area of~gpncern. The parent study
instrument was designed’to obtain parents'! perceptions of their

caregivers by means of direct and indirect questioning through-

question, ) ) “!~—«\‘

.

"Why ‘did you choose” your caregiver 1nstead

N of someone‘eiséiri

' Near the end of the interview, parents were-ésked_if Ehey had

ever recommended their caregiver, and if they would recommend

M . . ]

their caregiver. Both guestions were followed by probes to

determine reasons. _
4
]

»
. - The parent and the caregiver share a common con-

-

o cern=~the chiid in care--and both need continuing evidence
ftom the ;ther that this conberr exists. .The parenr interview
determinéd parepts{ per ceptioh of the qﬁélity of the caregiver/
child relatfonship; the quality éf,the caregiver's superbision,
;nd specifically those things pareﬁts»perceive that their chil-

) dren are getting our of family da&icare arrahgemenﬁ. At the

' cbﬁclusion of the interview, parénts responded to two important
open;ended questioﬁs for which vérﬁétim answers were recorded:

"What is most - imporﬁant to you as a parent -
who uses family day care?" .

out the interview. For example, pareAts responded to the direct

3

Y
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requirements and the needs of the children in care.

N

”What do you want in'day care for your child?”
The National Day Care Home Study was not .
designed_to evaluate the effects of family day care on chii-
dren; rather we-have egproached this iﬁﬁortant form of care °- ' *
through those who use it and those who provide it. 1In the
final.analysis, family de§ care thrives b€cause parentsEanﬂ

4

caregivers achieve an accommodatigg that meets their own
w -

4
-~

2.4 . Major NDCHS Design Va;iaﬁles‘

.
) g .
.

f A

) -
sign was whether differences in seryices provided, in caregiver

A key research issue -influeficing the study de-

and %hild behaviors, and in parents' perceptions of care were
related to differences in the regulatory status of the home. To
permit eXplora::;n of this issue, all major;forms of faqfi&;@ay
care homes were included--sponsored, regulated, and unregulated.
b * Since 'it.was aesumeg that chila care attitudes
and practices are to a large extent determined by ethnic and
cultural values, the study.desig had to allow for theridenti-
fication and measurement ofgdiffgrenceé'in‘family,day/cared
attributable to the community and ethnic groups. ' Therefore,

the three»major ethnrc groups both prOViding and using family
e
- )

‘day care services are represented in the study=--White, Black,

and Hispanic. The classification of homes by ethnicity and

‘”

by regulatory status formed the basis of the study design -

LS -

“(Tablé 2.2). BRI ' S
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The three study sitesr-Los Angeles, San Antonio,
and Philadelphia~-~are characterized by dlStlnct env1ronmenta1,
socio-economic, and cultural patterns.,This alloyed an assess-
ment of the influence.of such factors upon the provision of '
care and upon parents' expectations oﬁ‘their care arrangements.

TaFie\f.B presents the parent study sample designt

There is yet another concern that received

.special analysis: the identification of similarities and dif-

ferences between those parent families using care by relatives

and those not u81ng relative care. Relative care may emerge °

%
.

as‘hav1ng significantly different characteristics because of ,

Pd

the parent/caregiver relationship The National Child-Care

Consumer Survey reported that in Hispanic households using

-~ - .

substantial levels of care, there is a decided trend in favor

'of relative care. -This form of care is largely unregulated.

The data were eﬁemined to explore, for example,.the provision

of special services, the level of fees, and differences in’ )

frequency and content of parent/caregiver communication.
I - 3 -~ -
» - »

2.5 . Instrunent Dévelopment -
g : ,
2.5.1 - PreTest of the Pilot Study Instrument (Phase II)
( ' Table 2.1 showszthat both Phase II.and Phase P&I

instruments were directed to the same parent constructs. There
weré, however, several important ‘differences. The pilot study

experience in Los Angeles provided an opportunity to finalize

the research design,.refine procedures, and .revise instruments.

¥ L v
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During the development of the instrument to be

1

used kn Los/angeles, items were 'pre-tested in Greater Bhrtford,'
Connecticut. Pamilies ;here(pefleqted the sgﬁdy population

both in ethnicity and in the regulatory status of homes used.
The pée-;est was conducted in three phases, each Qfléhichigas: ‘
followed By instrument revisions. The objectives of the pre-

test ‘were :

0 to determine if respondents understood the questions

o to identify questions which were sensitive or value-laden

’ N [
o' to develop response categorigs -

-
-

o to elimingte—questions which elicited minimal data’
o ‘to dgtérmine the most natural‘sequence éf items
0 to assess time requirements
Videotaﬁes of selected interviews allowed observation of inter-
viewer behavior and requﬁgbnt reactions, and proved useful

5/

for training parent interviewers in Los Angeles.

’

2.5.2 Instrument Revisions - Philadelphié and San
Antonio (Phase III)

”

Many items in the Phase Ii instrument wére
iﬂtentionally left open-ended to avoid piacing preconceived
constraints on respondents. - Ine contrast, the reviséd Phase
’III instrument contained fewer open-ended questions; thése
were items on which it Qaé crucial to obtain substaqtivé

responses. Interviewegs were thoroughly trained to gipbe.

For example, respondents were asked this important qbeition:

"Why would you recommend your caregiver?" If ‘the resp&ndent

= - R R k v
J
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answered "Because sheipro?;d?s good care;" the interviewer
probed for the parent's idea of !good,care." ) ’ ~
In Los Angeles, parents responded to selected

‘items dn a skip pattern. Not all items _on parent/caregiver
childrearing ideas were presented to every respondent:. Balf
the sanple, randomly selectéd, responded to each item set.
This procedure eﬁloyed exploration of sitérnative means of
examining these constructs. The fhase III instrument, how;
ever, was significantly ref}ned; contractors deveioped a child-
rearing attitude scale which was;administered to all parents
and providers. .Congruent items 5n both parent and caregiver
instruments explored the frequencﬂ\ana content of communication.

' Table 2. 1 indicates;that in Phase 11 items were
added to provzde more spec1f1c datq on parents' expectatioﬁs,
, evaluations, and satisfaction with\specific aspects of the fami-
ly day care home and’progrsn. These revisions permitted'coordi-
nated analyses of the same varlable to be expldredvthroughout ‘.

FE
the parent, caregiver, and observa@ign gsystems.

2.5.3 Termination Interview Instrument

‘It was eipected that a few-family day care ar-
rangements would terminate during the course of the¥data collec-

tion efforts. Contractors developed a termination interview

L ]

for parents and caregivers ;o,determine reasons, ‘from both

perspectives, for ending the caregiving arrangement. However,
AN - [S

none .of the parentg in theasample terminated. \

t




2.5.4 Research Design Issues > |

1ﬂ_ Addi%ional and important issues were oonsidered i
in th;mgesdgn of the parent study which could not be explored.
Stu y contractors recognized the complexity)of family day care,
and spent considerable time assessing many alternative design
options. ‘ | ' l '

For example, the contraotors and consultant
panelists were sensitive to the fact that studies of the family
have focused on the mother as the parent having/primary chilg-
rearing responsibilities.' Criticism of this focus on the att1~
tudes, values, and behaviors of mothers has been growing, along
witn a‘concomitant interest in the involvement of fathers in™
‘childrearing and care. (See Lein,‘1974; Peters, 1976; and ‘_
Lynn; 1969.)  The inclusion of a sample of fathers in the parent *
component was a major design issue. It oeoame apparent, how~
ever, that to ogiain a representative sampie of ﬁathers‘the
sample of par;nt respondents necessary would have to have been
increased to a size that was impractical, gtven time and bodget-
ary contraints and the complexity of the studyf/" Co.s

The findings of the National Child Care Consumer
Survey and our own perceptions of family day care as well sup-
ported the need to explore the direct, relationship‘between7
‘patterns of child care arrangements and of parental jop hlstory.
The first draft instrument developed and pre-tested inciqded .
an aeseesment of this relationship. From each pre~test family

a longitudinal p§ofile was obtained, relating job history to

. 2=24
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patterns of care. The instrument, however, had to be modified
to its present fbrm,—beéause obtaining this information required .
an amount of time disproportionate to other areas of inquiry. . (
Respondents had too many things to think abOut. for example, ¢

each Chlld (where there were siblings); Jjob h1story, multiple

arrangements; types of care; reasons for termination.

’
-

It seemed likely, moreover, that famlly struc-

" ture, family support networks} and the isolation of the nuclear
family would be‘relsted to parental expectations of the care-
giver and the nature of the "social ,contract,” that is, to
communication, control,.and stability.. It appeared important
to explore how the caregiver fits into the parent family net~-
work--what qther support does she provide? The flrst drafts

: of the 1nstrument developed by CSPD extenslvely explored respon-
slbilities for partiouiar aspects of childrearing-with1n the

family and the community,'and included the caregiver. This \

exploration was subsequently reduced. However, the caregiver

A 4

data analyses explored caregiver isolation and community

" contacts.

N 1

& . ~ Throughout the developmental dhases of. the study,
T it was‘constantly necessary to balance the complexity of fac~-
tors thought to influence parents' use of—and satisfaction with
‘fanily'day care against real world constraints--limited budgets,
. respondent burdens, and time. The choices required to achieve
a realistic level of inquiry were always difficult and necessi-

2

tated a reflnement of priorities,in study objectives.
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Figure 2.1: MAJOR INFLUENCES ON FAMILY DAY CARE
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a‘I'he brokal line connecting g y affiliation to irﬁcteristics of fam
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Table 2.2

ta

National Day Care Home Study Design

-

.7/

¢ . Regulatory Status
. Caregiver and Parent
— . Ethnicity i Sponsored Regulated pnregulateda
- - i
' White |. sponsoréd Regulated Unregulated
| White White White _
" -
Black ! Sponsorgd Regulated Unregulated .
- . ; Black Black Black
S * |
Hispanic ! Sponsored ) Regulated " Unregulated
) ;. Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
A\
\ =
N
’
3 . ‘
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" Table 2.3 *
National Day Care Home Study Design . ,

site T - Los Angeles - Phase II Site
‘ »
Sponsored Homes Regulated Homes Unrequlated Homes’

_ 16 16 16

% Black " 16 { 16 16
Fo. -

Hispanic ﬂ» © 16, 16 16

“TOTAL = 144 Homes ' .

. Site II - San Antonio - Phase III Site d
'j ’ Sponsored Homes 3egulated Homes Unregulated Homes~
White - 16 16
Black 8 16 16
Hispanic ' 8 ' 16 16

. ' - TOTAL = 112 Homes(

Site III - Philadelphia - Phase III Site | . »

Sponsored Homes Regulated Homes Unregulated Homes

‘White 16 16 E 16

>

“ Black . 16 16 16

TOTAL = 96 Homes

NOTE: Hispanic caregivers were not sampled in Philadelphia
_ because the number is relatively small nationally.
& A representative sample was obtained in Los Angeles
-l and San Antonio. At the time of the study there: were
no Whife sponsored homes in San Antonio.




Egapter 3.6
¢ .

-

* PARENT STUDY METHODOLOGY

Parent Sample Selection

'Sampling procedures for the National Day Care

S Home Study were developed‘and implemented by the staff of Abt
. Associ?tes, Inc. In the three sites a total of 793 caregivers
» weré located utiliziné a quasi-random method. Five hundred and
one (501) of these caregiyers were subsequentlykselected to
comprise the main careé}ver étudy, again according to a quasi-
random procedure designed to assure an adequate numtber of respon-

dents in all study design cells. These procedures are mére fully
¢

described in National Day Care Home Study Vol. VII, The Field

Operations Report. A sample of 367 parents was selected from

pérents of children in the 501 caregiver family day care homes.

These respondents were selected to meet the stratification re-

quirements of the study design. .

\ Parents eligible for selection also met the follow-

-

ing criteria.
o Their children in the day care home ranged in age

from infahcysto 60 months. ’
o] ?he care had to be paid for by gome source, yhéthét .

by parents, a subsidizing agency, or some combina-

tion of the two.

o Parents had to express a willingness in writing

to participate in the study.

¥
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Qg the 367 parents selected, 19 ultimately declined
to participate or\Xerminated the interview‘before compietion, .
leaving an effective sam}ple of 348 responde'.nts in the thre;r
sites. Table 3.1 compares the actual and prbposed parent sample
distributions in the study design cells. Thougp not constructed
on a probability basis, theiéample allowed an adequate represen-
tation of major parent groups. For examble, ;pproximately,36%
ok all parents of children in family day care homes were single
parents, and 39% of the study sample were single. (See Table
4.2.) The sample included parents wigh children of -various
.ages, and both sf%gle and muitiéle child families. There was,
additionally, a representative ;ocioeconomic mix.l

A total of 243 parents using fami}y day care
were inéerviewed in Philadelphia and San Antonio, the two Phase
III sites, excéeding study goals by 35 interviews. Table 3.5
sho&s the distribution by ethnicity and regulaéory status; Table
3.3 describes the parent sample by ethnicity and site. Although
the ethnicity design variable provided three categories, a number
of persons intérvie@ed did not classify themselves as Black,

White, or Hispanic. Whenever ethnicity enters into the analyses,

therefore, the "n" for these analyses is lowered.

4

3.2 Generalizability of the Sample

”

The construction of a pEPbability sample. requires

a precise conceptualization of the nature of ‘the population

under study, with a known, if not equal probability for the




. \ ” B »
2 .
selection of each element 6f the population into the sample.

7

To the extent that these requirements are met, one can "general-

ize" from feat:;;f/?f the sample to features of the population

under: study. generalizations can only be made within limits

. ? -

imposed by ,the absolute $i'2e of the sample, which inflﬁencgs
the sampling error. The representativeness of parent study . -
data mus% be viewed within the context of site, éaregiyer, and
parent sample selection. "

Three study sites were considered the minimum
necessary to balance the need for generalizable information with
that for a detailed and comprehensive understanding of family ' i .

day care. Statistical power analyses indicated, however, that

. '7\g\“ .
nine study sites--far more than stuay*reseutces\ggg;gapgar-—would

’ ————

be required for a significant ipggease in generalizability.gf ,
findin%s b:yond that possible with three sites. The .three care-
'fully selected sites were chosen from.more than 250 standard
metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's) clustered into 26 groups
by- factor analysis‘of city characteristics, Each family day

care home in the study populatid%iof U. S, ufban family day care
homes did not have an.equal or known probability of selection
into the sample. For. purposes of comparability, however, the
study sites and’ specific communities had a sufficient number of
sponsored, regulated, and unregulated homes, as well as Black,
White, and Hispanic homes serving children of various ages. In
addikion,ﬁﬁheselthion of sites was heavily dependent'on the >
toéal rangé of variation.represented by’commpnities-in pomp}na—

-

-
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tion. For example, it was necessary to have boih geograpﬁﬁc
dispersion and a variety of regulatory approaches ?épresented
in the study sites. Likewise, sites were selecteé'to maximize
the‘possibility of achieving aqequaée sample sizes in all
- desién.cells. For this reason,. each site had a iargb total ﬁqT?\ .
émount of family day care, and a sufficient pool of fagilies .
e11glb1e for subsidized care. ‘ '
Within the constraint 1mpose€/by the necessary .
limitation to three study sites, a theoretical possibility
existed for constructing each of the,site_samples to support
generalization to the three populations of family éay égre .
ﬂoﬁ;s‘in Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and -San Antonio. 1In the

“casg of the sponé%red and regulated homes, those who developed

—_—

~ the study sample were able to use wh&t were believed to be *-
reasonably accurate, compfekénéi;é IigtSLOf‘all sponsgred,qg
regulated homes. Where cell size was sufficient, random sampling
was employed within each cell., Otherwise, ever} xth hoTe was
. , . >
- selected. This technigue permits cautious éeneralization to
-the‘populations of regulated and sponsored homes in each bfwy %;f
the study sites. . 1 . . . nvz
’ -Unregulated-homeé were selected for the study-
by canvassiné éelected neighborhoods, by talking to community
leaders, and through other site development efforts diécussed¢~
below ih Section‘3a2.1. This generated a bias in the sample,=g%,

if we assume that the populat1on of caregzvers operating unregu-

lated homes is heterogeneous on the var1ab1es of 1nterest to

~

' 81
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the study. Though the theoretlcal potential “for generalizablllty

B could not, therefore, be reallz d to tht same extent as for spon-
- ? - ’
-sored and reguleated- homes, substantial 1nformat&on on unregulated
] . - ~ - . -
family day come.previders.was obtained.
A it“e

]

Parent respondents ellglble for part1c1patlon
were\ selected on the basis of their willingness to 4o so, and .

enly fractlonhof posslble parents gave their agsent. As a
1
result, b1as is generated in this sample, as with the careglver

/

AR sample, if we assume th arent populaslon is eterogenedﬁs on

/
2

»

the varlables of interest in the study.

In summatlon, sampllng errorsswere introduced in

~

- the constr tion of the parent‘sample at each of the three stages

of ple velopment: . the selectlon of study sztes, ‘the se ec-
® N

tlon of careglvers within those sites, and the selectlon of

parents employlng thoseﬁcareglvers. In such a multi~-staged
5

cluster sampllng procedure, the effectsiof sampling error are

L]
.

multzpllcative,lnot slmply addltive. It 'is sUggested, t:erefore,

arent

that the generalizations which can be supported,from th

'S

» .
data are-limfted. ‘ )
- & . < bk - ‘} A ) .
/ T) . ‘The reader must\bear in mihd, however, that the .

— National Day Care Home/ﬁ?ady wgﬁ/:n exploratory-effort to describe
the ecology of famiiy day care a?'a compIex social system. It . 4.
is the only study of national scope to systematically obSerye

and carefully tested instruments* It is a first attempt to describe

fhe sLmilaribies and differences bg;ween sponsored, regulated,

. . -
. N .
. Y . ) \ ’ ' ,
o ‘" SN LT h Lo
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.and pnregulated homes, and to undexstand the cultural diversity

¢ 5

in family day care among the three ethnic.gréups that together

/ : )
constitute the largest users. The data provide'a broad base of '
-] . []

information with ut?iity for the improvement of family day-care

ha
n

and for‘ghcreased assistance to cafegiyers, children, parents,
A}

- N ’

]
and program ad nj;;t:rat‘_ors.9 .

*

3.3 ’ Data Collection

P4

¥
-r

The data,.collectign effort was undertaken in se§-

A

eral stages, here called "Phases." In Phase I, .a natiohal, 25

gity telephoné survey of'family day care pProviders was conducted

. . . \
to obtajs preliminary profiles to guidé‘design considerations.

The parent instrumenﬁ; described previously,_was'also qohstructed

and pre-tested in the first phédse. This instrument was admigﬁs-

\
tered to parents in Phase II~-the pilot study efforty-in Lés

[\ . L 2 R
Angeles; California, from January through. March 1978. Phase II -
R _ . , "
'congluded with the analysis of data and the revision of data col- ‘
_lectior instruments and field management procedures. . Phase III

was'Thplemehtéd in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,’and San Antonio,

< -

Texas, from October 1978 through January 1979 A phased 1mple- -
méﬁ’atlon strategyégpcﬁed hlghly cost effectlve, since it mlnlmlzed
the risk in mohntlng\a complex and dlfflcult field effort while
simult&neously insuring 1ncreased‘eff1c13pcy in subsequent fleld",
experiences. As a result,of the successful pilpt experience, : ’
' i”only minor modeicatlons were, requlred in the data 8ollection

ingtruments and procedures;‘hence a fglgithree-site data base |, °~  °

-was- available.for analysis..
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unregulated care, in each community. Brocgures familiarized
caregivers with study objectives, explained what participation/{
in the study would involve, and requested help in locating other

family ‘day eare‘homes.-_Letters from licensing and registration

officials%accompanied the brochures).hélping to promote the
study's legitimacy.
z R N
Hundreds of posters explaining tne-study=and— ~

asking for'help'ln locating careg1’brs were hung in locations
likely to catch the eye of local residents;, especially parents
with yﬁgng children. In Philadelphia and San Antonio tne media '
‘were also used to dissemf;ate‘information and gain-support

for the study. Media coverage was excellent in these’ two 31tes,
& e,

it 1nc1uded TV spots, rad1o and television interviews, and news-

\papersaftzcles.
To fac111tate the 1dent1f1cat1on of unregulated

' care, f1e1d staff w1th an extensive knowledge of target areas

-

;. were recru1ted. It -was expected th@tggtudy staff from “down

//,’ the block" who kne%‘fommunlty leaders and ‘were fam111ar with
¥
- local agencies would Q}spsl mlétrust on the part of caxegivers,

especially those opeogtlng unreguléted ﬁdhes.
&

r

N 4
e Thls “nelghborhood% approach worked well in
4

{

; ’PhLladelphra)apdkﬁan Antonio but was cqnslderably less succéss~

h’, L "'ﬁi‘
.~,\;f\§u1 1n-no&\\\ge1es. t had be%n’assnmed €hat-Los Angeles, like

s
* H h »
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most lafge'American cities, was divided inpo small geogiaphip' ‘ (M
areas wifh kdentifiable socioecdnomic and cultura} characterig-
%@cs--neighborhoods‘ﬁgth which residents identify or ﬂave stroﬁd
tiesi Iqitia; staff ereriences belie? these expectations: It
beéame gvident that it would be .extremely dkfficult to‘identify
-ne;ghborhood ieaders with any knowledge of,the informél day care

- services operating in their comqunities. This absente of tradi- |

tional'néighborhoods required a less systematic and mére time-
g

. consuming approach to the identifgcation of unregulated care. in
this site. .
3.3.2 Interviewer Training

, CSPD field staff selected interviewers for the

parent component using gcéépted personnel assessment and sgiection

-~

. guidélines. These interviewers were required to yndergo at least
« : )

40 hours of training prior to conéhcting’interviews.Qith parents.

N . MY . .
Training also included a serjies of practice interviews, followed

by in-depth débriefiﬁg sessions.
In additiqn; CSPD w%s'respohsibie~for th& devel- ; .
4@ opment and implementation.of a core, training package designed

.. -+ to sensitize all contraceop,staff and field interviewers to
. * .

5 ] ' - N
# the complexities of family day care, and particulatly to the .

cultural differénces té'which\they'would be exposed. This)bfain-
. ' *
L -
. g was important ig’minimizing interviewer Qiases in all data

{collection procedures, (/// L - | \\,
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In addition to their initial-training, interview-
. ers participated in regularly scheduled debriefings designed
to reiz}ve problems and to ensure consistency. This practice

enhancbd the reliability of the parent data collectfon effort.

’

3.3.3 _Interviewing g

s ’ - - .
- » .

Interwiewing for the parent component,proceeded

-

'smoothly once the'responding parents h&d been identified. As ¢

¥

is common with such large-scale exploratory studies, some prob-
lemsﬂin administering the.data collection efforts arose, most
notably in coordinating the three components of this extensive .
undertaking.' Since most parents using family day care work
during the day, interviews typically had ;o be conducted during
the early evening hours or on weekends. Timing was not always.
opportune. Parents frequently showed signs of weariness efter

a, full day‘s work, or expressed concern about getting dinner
'on thé table late. A few intervzews were somewhat rushed. It

is ndgﬂﬁurprising thattehe “task of scheduling parent interviews
was freguently comp}ex and arduous. Interview permission forms
'distributed\hzygépegivers to all their parents were not always ,-
completed adequateiy. St was often difficult to con}act parents§
who had, agreed to be i rviewed., In some cases,  parents gave
caregivers verbal rether than written permission. This permission

was comﬁunicated to the site office, but often without a home'

\'and/o? business teldphon number'or without the name\and address .

‘of the ‘parent. In: such Instances it was necessary to’ telephone

the relewant.caregivers for this informationv

PR ]




L

‘agreeing to be interviewed. : o -

"ments with the parent having primary responsibility for .main-

As‘soon as complete parent informagion had been
oitgined, interviewers wdre assiéned to schedule appointﬁents, )
using available telephone numbers. ﬁhere possible, the ethnicity
of the interviewer w&s matched with that of the pérent. In '
a number of cases CSPD staff found it necessary to make several
6;115 to reach‘aﬂgarent, aﬁd occasionally interviewers‘wére ‘ -
required to visit homes in order to schedule %nterviews. Though ‘1‘
parents had ceivgd brochures describing the study'and'had' ’ ’ ‘;:

signed a paren®\ permission form, many wanted additional informa-

tion about overall study goals or about various details before

T

e~

Other scheduling dffficulties and Sgrent rgfds-

- H

als posed pfoblems. - Appointments could not be arranged or were

o
_y

pos%poned repeatedly for over half (53%) of the 19 parents in - - )
. . - N
the sample who were not intervigwed. EXght of these (42%) i

refused to be interviewed, even though they consented to their '//"
child's participation in the observatlon studies, indicating A\

.that they did not have the time for a one-hour session. 1In allf: s
@{ght cases, no other parent could be\chosen from the same :fa -
fémily daf care home fsr the paéent interviéw, 1In the réméiﬁniii. \: "
ing cases the interviews were interrupted; despiteirepeQZed-l* v;: C

attempts to arrange é secohd apBBintment, fhe interviews/cowdd .

- ' ". ', :' P ¥
not be completed., . ) L e as . o
« + ‘\ R “ . - ;

: = R No - S e . .
-Inbgrvievwers were instructed to schedulévappdbint-’ .-~ -~
. S

-

g

taining the child care arrangemgnt. In the majority of’%wb-péren}',, N
'ﬁ‘ ‘ ’ * (LN L3 ¥ * ’; ' ’ * - .' -




-z S ‘familaes, the mother was~interbiewed in ‘the absence of the father.
Hoveuer;lin a numberro{ homes both parents‘chose to be present.
«'~;h most of these situations the presence‘of both parents facili-
» tated the interview: process. The father either tended to the
T - children wHile the mother responded to questgons, or actively '
';i part:c1pated in the interview and gave his views about day care
- arrangemenbs On sbme otveasions the participation of the father

2// ’ ffEealed apparent d1sagreements between the parents about child-

rearing practlces and suéh other aspects of famzly life as the

“

ﬁ oy levei of family ;ncome.

~.;§;;ff.~~ ? . Most parents who were 1nterv1ewed indicated that
ﬂﬂkhey welcomed;the opporﬁunity to d1scuss their day care ar-=
| z
tangements. Hany éommented tha't they had never' thought about
3 S

some of the toplcs eovered 1ﬁ the 1nterv1ew. Dur1ng perlod1c

deprleflng sess1ons, CSPd staff generally observed that parents

seemed caadza in- their rESponses to 1nterv1ew questions, though

k3 q

in some 1nstance& they requlred rEpeated reassurance that their

N

]
ycomments would be Beld in confldence'and would not. be revealed

. , "}, :a » -
to Caregive?sﬁ . LA s L
5’/, . . . - . B ', ) . T2y L >
—. S . » T Yy .o - ’
f///3*3'ﬂ . .Dotﬁhents Contfcl, ?‘ v :
Sy . As gnterviews were conducted, a system of coding

/zhe gompleted dacuments wasfemployed to~1nsure conf1dent1a11ty
6£ data and'maznzain.respondent anonym1ty, as well as to assure
that propez recording anﬁ safe storage would preserve valuable

A e y - ——

daiafirpm an?ﬁeroston through loss,oﬁ ddministrative control.
- \
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This system consisted o encoding each completed parent instru-
ment with a number, part which was unigue to it and part of
which would identify it wdith the corregsponding instruments used

in the caregiver study and{in the observational "analysis.
! o

3.4 pata,Analysls

Data analysis began w1th editing - the question-

nair%s and ended w1th the data analysis carried out as the final
report was being prepared. As thlS was an exploratory inquiry, A

every effort was made &0 generate as clean a data base as pos-

s1ble w1thin the constraints ‘of the sample design and resource

limitations. The data were subjected io cross-tabulation analysis
) ! = o . /h‘!
as the basic énalytical technique. 4

1 - /
. \= . ’
3.4.1 Editing, Coding, Keypunching ] o7

The 'questionnaires wete edifed, the open-ended .,

N .

items post-coded} and the data converted to machine-readable “

format as the first procedures in the analysis of the data, The

- %

questiohnaires were first edited and cleaned to assure that

-

subsequent work on the data would be based on précise readings

of what data had been recorded on each of the documerits. All

- - - . \
ambiguous responses wgﬁe clarified,” and most of the open-ended .
L 4 _ )

responses ‘were copied onto consolidated‘sheets 80 that they
could be gompared and subjected to further qualitatiue analygis,
if necessary. ThE editing was' pe:formed simultaneously with

the coding of the open-én?ed -respoffgses., a. specially assembled
. <, L. . “ r~
. , -

3=-12 ) . ' a ,,Wi -
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CSPD team carried out these tasks. The working group was com-

prised of . university graduates and university students under the’
L
direct leadership of & quality control supervisor and under the
yeneral supervision of the CSPD principal investigator and pro-

[ 4

ject director. The team was trained for a full working day to
assure - consistency in these editing and coding tasks. . ’/
‘ " When these data préparation tasks were completed,
.the questiqnnaires were shipped from the CSPD offices in
Washington, D.C., to Abt Associates headguart®rs in Camoridge, I

‘*\‘?assachusetts, where the data were converted to machine read-

able format.

. 3.4ff/ f Separation of Phase II and Phase III-Analyses

Because the insgruments used in-.the distipet data

coliection efforts of Phase II (Los Angeles) and phase III
(Philadelphia snd5San Antonio) were somewhat different, as . .
,.mentioned in Chapter 2.0 above, it was necessary to separate

most of the analysis in accordance wifh these two sub=sets.  _

That is, data collected in Los Angeles were- most often analgzed -

separately from data collect in San Antonio and Philadelphia.

*

In the special cases whére the items'were closely matched in

N

the two instruments, it was possible to combine the analysis.

2

Furthermore, it was possible to recodg the response categories
S VG
4 .
. in some of the items so that the data from the two Phases could :

. be combined in this way as well. Thus:-in Chapters 4.0 through

—— 0 where f£indings of the study are reported, tables present
A e / ' £ )
G /7
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data for the total‘sample or for each of the two study Phases.
In most cases Los Angeles data are reported separately from -

‘tHose obtained' in Philadelphia and San Antonio .(Phase III).

‘ 3.4.3. DJia Ahalysis Techniques

’

/ ' )
/- The data a)alysié reported in the remainiﬁb chap-

ters of this document was performed by CSPD an the digital cempu—
ter at Abt Associates, Inc., using the Statistical Package for

the Social sqienpes (SPSS) routines. (A'eomputer terminal at the
CSPD etfices in Washington was conhected by telephone to the Abt
cpmputer.) As most of the dats ;ere discrete;, rather than continu-

¢

ous,  almost all of the analysis consisted of frequency distribu-
tions and cross-tabulations. In that the exact relationship between
the parent study sample and the population of parents in tke
United States using family day care homes is unclear, it was not
‘ deemed appropriate to apply the devices and logic of inferential
4ftatistics to this data set.
A _ A factor analysis was run on the data’elicitéd
by a version of RKohler's Maternal Attitude Scale included injthe
Phase III instrument 2However, these results and the results of
discriminant’ function analyses performed on some of the study
' variables are not reported in any detail because of the potential

b

" for overinterpretation.

' 3.5 cSummary

The sample for the pérent study, generated by Abt -
Associates, was based on the caregiver sample. Of the 367 parects . /;2

91

] : &

’ 3"’14 , ¢ ]




who initially agreed to be interviewed, 19 refused or terminated
the interview b;fore completion, leaving a total of 348 usable
responses, distributed by study site, ethnicity, and regulatory
status (see Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3).

The implementation of the study design was ' an
arduous, exciting, and rewarding undegtaking. all tasks, from
constructing the sample design to perﬁorming the data analysis,
presented many challenges. These were confronted in all in-
stancesyin a way. that sought to' retain the integrity of the
design and of the study as it unfolded through creative and
responsible improvisation in the field. The result is a rich '
and enormously informative body of data on perental experiences

and attitudes toward the family day care home, the modal sj%L

ting in which young children are cared for, outside the home in

contemporary American society. P

A |
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CHAPTER NOTES

l. A small substudy of within-home variability was originally
contemplated to provide information on variation in
parental ‘experiences in the same home. 1In anticipation
of thi two different families were selected and interviewed
in eagWof 17 family day care homes--13 in Philadelphia
and in\ Sah Antonio. However, data collection requirements
and project resources would nok permit this to go forward.

2, This part of the instrument met the interval level -data ‘

- requirements of Pearson's r, the fundamental computation
of factor analytic work, without "forcing" the data in an
application of the techniques associated with, "dummy ) , -
variables." The results of factor analysgis ake almost . )
always indeterminate and subject to many, ofteh conflicting
interpretations. For this reason, the reporting. of these
results is very limited to discourage overinterpretation,
For the same reason, an associated discriminate function
29a1ysis was not feported at all. . .-

'\. *
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" “Table 3.1y NATIONAL DAY CARE HOME STUDY

. .1
p . . PARENT SAMPLE
/) Site I - Los Angeles o S ‘
Phase II Site : . . c .
Sponsored - Regulated Unregulated -
Homes . RN Homes Homes .
T , : . MY -
"White 1%/16 15/16 4
Black 11/1¢ - Wy - e
.  mispanic ‘216 s 12/16 : 11/15
. |
. "
TOTAL = 105/144 Homes
\ -
| Site II - San Antonio
Phase I Site : o
White . 2 2Bl - 24/16-
4 Bh‘c‘k 5/8 ) 5/16 ) - 1’7/-16 7‘; ‘
. Hispanie =’ 10/g. - 20/1¢ 16/ Ql
TOTAL = 122/112 Homes®
Site II - Philadelphia
Phase III Sites .
White - 24/1¢ 14/14 LT
Black LT : 24y | »13/1

TOTAL = 121/96 Homes®

l'1"’ne numbers above the "/" indicate the actual sample size, while those
below the ™" were the sample objective. For example, the objective in -
Philadelphia for non-Hispanic White parents in regulated homes was 16;

. A 14 were actually-interviewed and are part of the study sample.
2'I‘here are no non+Hispanic White-sponsored homes in San Antonfo. -
3In Philadelphia and San Antonio, the actual sarhplé obtained exceeded _‘ ’
the objectives. ~ - :
' . \)4 ] ’ . v " » ' ) ! O . ‘ o
EMC i'. .';:_---.. : “ ! U; ' s _'.,~
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Table 3. ZRMPONDENTS IN PARENT SﬁRVEY BY ETHNICITY AND

-

e

TYPE OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOME

..

- REGULATORY STATUS -
ETHNICITY | : .
Sponsored | Regulated | Unpegulated -| TQTAL
White - 36 (25%) | 54 (37%) | . 56 (38%) 148
‘ (35%) (43%) (47%) (42%)
Black 44 (37%). 40 (33%) 37 (30%). 121
(43%) (32%) (31%) (35%)
Hispanie 22 (27%) 32 (40%) 27 (33%) 81
' (22%) (25%) (22%) + (23%)
TOTAL \~’ 102 (20%) | 126 (36%) 120 (35%) . 348 (100%)
. Q
‘ AE-
- /




Tabe,e 3.3: RBPONbENTS IN PARENT SURVEY BY ETHNICITY AND SITE

’ L]

‘ SITE
L ) " * - s
y ETHNICITY B ¢
‘ ' : Los Angeles | Philadelphia | S8an Antonio TOTAL
White 2 56 49 , 146
Black w. 29 65 BT IS B TR
_ Hispanie 35 - 46 8 s
' - , i
TOTAL BY SITE 105 121 122 348
/
N\ )
-
- ,
. ‘
{ '
i
° A\




, ' Chapter. 4.0

* .
1)

\  CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PARENT STUDY SAMPLE

4.1 . Introduction

. One of 'the basic questions addressed'by the Na; )
. tional Day'Care Home Study was,’“Who are the consumers of family
day care?" TThis chapter provides descriptions of ‘the families
who were selected for -the parent survey. Based on the reports
. of the responding parents, it charakterizes theé families
according to standard demographic factors and according "to the
‘study design variables of ethnicity, site, and regulatory sta-
tus. When relevant data are\available, this chapter attempts ' b
to compare the ponsumer:families to the national population
and to the population of\their respective cities.
" The demographic questions included in the par-'
ent survey were designed to elicit responses concerning several
typés of information at a general level. These questions
‘follow: '
o What types of families use family day care?

o How do trese families differ from uhe population
) " .
at largé? - —

o What demographic factors are associated with the

. choice of a family,day care home of ‘one particular

regulaﬁory status as opposed to another type?




"o How is"the type of family day care homée chosen rélated
to .ethnicity, income, education, and other demographic

3 ® * )

variables? - o S,

~ . -

——,

'The data reported in this chapter apply vari=-
Lo . < :
* ously to the responding parent (usually the mother), the

spouse, the foctis child, or the family in general.- The vari—
ables reported include (1) respondents' ade, sex,/and marital
statys; (2) -numbers of cnildren in respondent“families and
the ages of the focus chlldren in care; (3) total annual
family -income and-1ncome sources; (4) educat10na1 attainment
of the respondents; -(5) occupations of the respondents and the
spouses; and (6) Pesidential stab111ty, as indicated by;time

of continuous res1dence in the same city, the same néighbor-
hoodb and the same house. Data regarding these chardcteristics
are differentiated according to the study design variables of
(1) ethnlcity (White, Biack, or H1spanxc), (2). family day care

’

home regulatory status (sponsored, regulated, or unregulated),

-

and (3) study phase and site (Phas;\EI--Los Angeles,.Phase
III--Philadélphia and San Antonio;vcr the-totai sample). bis-
~aggregat1on of data. from the two phases was sometzmes necessary
because differences between the questions on the two data

collection instruments. . _ ) . .

*/ Because of other or undisclosed ethnicities, the, to§a1
’ study sample is larger than the sum of the numbers
s these three ethnic groups.

'
\
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The statistics reported are principally raw fre-
quencies. and percent fnequencies of responses in particular cate-
gories, based on one' or pore of the characteristics enumerated

* N
above. Medians ,are reported when they are meaningful and

'sratisrically appropriate, put most of the data arempresented
as marginel d;g%ributions ;r cross-gebulations. ] T
Where comparative‘statistics are‘presented, ,
they are-based on the U.S. Census Bureaufs Current Population
N4 'survey for the reference year. 1977 or on bther Census surveys,
as indicated. An attempt has Been made to obtain conparative
data which are as relevant as. possible/;o the f1nd1ngs under
‘consideratidn. SMSA or c1ty data, data based on, dlfferent

. ethnic groups,_and othe; disaggregated.estimates haye been \>

reported wheﬁ%ver reliable sources have been found.

.. 1 . . -1'

8

o~ 4.2 ) ' General Descj&ption |

. N ~

'4,2,1 . Age, Sex, and Marital Status of Respondents

od - Most (60%§§?f fne parents who were interviewed

Lr' .
were between the ages of 25 and 35; the median age of the
. ] - . o i '
s group was 30. About 30% were‘between 2Q and 25 and 10% were '
over 35. Little*differeﬂce in respondents‘ éges was/observed R
. - . - Se ? '? v

In the tables, the percentages in parentheses are based on-
~'the total numbers of cases in the rows (when placed to i

the right of theé raw frequencies) and ‘the columns (when

placed below the raw frequencies) : o,
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~ across the ethnic groups. ©nly two, parents in the .sample of

s

348 were under 20. Although teenage and young adult parents

*

were not purposely excluded from the sample, .they are not '

7 represented: A number of, factors tend-to orevent'youno oo
parents from needlng, using, or paylng for child care. These

' factors 1nclude the hlgh rate of unemployment among persons

1n th1s age-group, particularly for minor1ty groups, whlch

leaves them available to care for the chlldren themselves,
- » - l’

ds well as reducing the funds these parents have to spend on _
child care. In addition, teen-aged mothers, who are.often
unmarried, frequently live in an extended family arrangement,

vwh1ch provldes a source of 1n-home “care:

. -,
~ “ -

. The vast majorlty (94%) of the responding par-

ents were women, but 19 of the respondents were men. Data
collected from the 19 fathers in the study did not d1ffer
s1gn1f1cantly from those obta;ned from the mothers in most

' respects. For that reason, there w1ll\be no further differ- - -
entiation by respondent sex in this report. ‘It is»interesting
to note, however, 'that 13 of the fathers were married, all
were employed, and ten had.attended some college. . Three had

) less than a high school education, 8ix of the eight men in' %
Los Angeles repqorted having had no’ previous relat1onship
with the caregivers, while six of the ll fathens interviewed

»

in Philadelphia-and San Antonlo indicated that they had

known the caregivers before }he arrangement had begun.' Four T

of these fathers reported a prior relationship of at least a
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year's duration. " The 19 fathers were. about evenly distributed

“ MR . .
_.in the use of sponsored, regulated, and .unregulated day care

4 ~ -
-~

homes . ) o

- Census studies have shown a steady increase over j
the past two decades in the percentage ef single-parent families

‘~(13% 1ncrease in 1970 and 16% 'in. 1977, for instance). A parallel

. rise has been reported in the number of families headed by single'
(divorced, widowed, separated, or never,married) mothera (10%

increase in 1960, 1l1% ih 1970,‘and 13% in-1977). 1In the present B
sample, 39% of the respondents were single, while 61% nere-mar-

ried or infcrmally married. " Table 4 1 represent§‘t§% detailed.

Yt
14

breakdown of the sample by marital status.
Table 4,2 presents the frequencies cf families

using the three types of family day care homes by marital

. status and ethnicity. The data in this table show that single

parents were more often users, of sponsored family day care homes
/

»

than‘married.parents. Among the 100 users of spansored homes,
59 were single; only 39 single users would be expected on the

- hasis of the'prop%rtion-of the sample who are $ingle. ﬂSingle-

‘parent famiries'were more than twice as likely”to use a spon-
. : " 3 1 . . vf 3
) sored home as:married parents (45% ve. 20%), and almost .three °

. times as likely if they were also Black (54% vs. 19%), Of the

, famllies of single.respondents ysing sponsored care, the ma-

Jority were Blaq@ (51%). Among the 56 single Black parents,

16%.used regulated homes, 30% used unregulated homes, -and the

¥ -

remaining 54% usedtspcnsored homes. By contrast, only 33%
’ \

- -

of the slngle White parents sent their children to a sponsored
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day care home. Th@ overall use\of the sponsored°homes among

-

married parents was 20%, while 45% of the single parents had

their children in a’ sponsored home. - The concentthion of single

. i
parents among the users of sponsored care . is not ‘surprising

because the incomes of single-parent families are generally
’

less than those. of two-parent families, and sponsored care

L/ . :
is frequently subsidized. The NDCHS data revealed that 85%

to 90% of the slots in sponsored homes received some form of

state or federal subsidy (Vol. V, AAI, 1980).

4,2:2 Number of Children in Respondent Families
: - and Age& of Children 1in Care *

Table 4.3 presents the distribution of family
size in the sample of users of family_ day'care homes and for
' the national population as determined in 1977 by the Census
Bureau. On the average, the families in the study sample had
fewer children than those in the national census sample. While
28% of families nationally had more than’ two children under the-
‘age of 18, only 18% of the families in the study had more than

two. Only 7% of the respondents had more tha\ three children.s

r—— AN

The median numbers of children per family were 1.64° for the’

parent sample and’ 1.87 for the National Census sample. There

v o

was little variation in ‘the number of childreh per family f .
i across ethnic groups and regulatory status. B "
X
' *The median age of thefocus children in cace
» ‘ )

was approximately two years and hime months. The'diStrioution

of ages is presented in Table 4.4. The table showg ‘that '68%
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* - 1 A 2 b
of the c¢hildren \gle under three years of age. This observation *
is con81stent with the findings of earlier studies show1ng that

parents tend to chooge family day care homee for children under
. .

three and center-based care for children as they approach the

age ‘of five. ¥ ' ' ' '

-

There were no major variations from the two-year,

A

rl

nine-month median age by ethn1c1ty or regulatory status. ‘How-
ever, there was-a vartation between the sites studied in the two

phases. In Philadelphia and San Antonioc; the sample was somewhat
: -~

.more heavily weighted toward older children than’in Los Angeles.

.The median in the former two cities was approximately three years.

)

4.3 Economic, Educational, Occupational, and
: Residential ) Characteristics

" 4.3.1 ~'Family Income

The annual family income Qf.the parent sample
ranged from }ess than $6,000.to more than $26,000 a year. The ~ _
meeian famii} income in the sample, as presented in Table 4.5,
was appro;imately $12,653. The median»U.S. family income, as
estimated by ;helaureau of the Census_ for 1977, was $16,009.
This is a difference of about 20%. The.overall sample mediqe
income is not particularly meaningful in view of differences
observed among géers bf'different typ@s of fenily day care -
hqpeé_and among different ethnic _groups. . p

The distribution of annual family income for

families using the three types of day care homes are presented )

"in Table 4.6. The median income of families using sponsored
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homes wes $8, 736, as compared .to $14,849 and $14, 371 for those

using regulated and unregulated homes, respectively.' In general,

t

the median income of families using sponsorell homes was.more

than 40% below that of the familiesfusing non~sponsor ed homes.
Examination_of the dist¥ibutions presented in Table 4.6 reveals (
a concentration of lower-income families in the sponsored group )5
that is not'present in the other ,two groups. To look at the ’
data from a different perspective, 52% of the families with

incomes of §9, 000 or less used a sponsored home as compared to

‘e

'24% of the families withrincomes of’ $12,000,or more. At “the

upper end of the income range, only‘8% ;f the families using a ' ?
sponsored ‘family day care home reported incomes over $2i,000,
while almost'26% of the users of the other two types of homes,
\)had incomes in that range. ! | v ‘ s
The median ingome of White families was hijghest -»
($14,617) and that of Black families was lowesg ($10,656).
pata relevant to this analysis are presented in Table 4.7. v

Hispanic families had a median income a little less than.half-
way between that of Wwhite and Black families ($12,000). Incomeé
of $9,000 or under was reported by 21% of the White families,

40% of the Black- families, and 36% of the Hispanic famflies..

)
The percentage of White parents reporting family incomes over

$12,000 (-:30%) was approximately twice .that of Black parents (lS%)

N

and three times .that of Hispanic parents (9%).

*

. . . ',
The simultanéous disaggregation of family inhcome

by ‘ethnicity and regulatory status revealed one exception to ¢ /
the White-Hispanic-Black income ranking. ong the users of \§
Al ) ‘ ,
/
104
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regulated day care1homes, the medlan incomes of Black and White
fam;lies were approximately equal; both were between $15,000
and $18,000. White families with higher incomes were most
likely to cheose an unregulated home, while higher-income Black

" families'tended to époose’a regulated home.

Y Tab;e 4.8 presents a comparisoﬁ betweeh femily
incomes of thé barent sample and family incomes of the general
populations sampled by the Census Bureau. For the purpose ;f
this comparison, the incomes oﬁ families in tneﬁbgesent_saméle
are represented by ranges of values which contain thereceual
median valuew Some of‘the interesting details reflected in : Lo

- 4- Table 4.8 are the® following: .
| o According .to Census estimateéﬁ the median femiﬁy .

income of all U.S. two-parent families wgp. $17,616 h »

while the median for families headed by single

females was $7,765. The'median incomelof the .single

parents in the present sample, which is, ln the $6, 000

‘to $9,000 category, is consistent, with the national
. mediatr. A o
| o The ﬁhite'parents ie the study showed a median

income substantially below the national median of

$16,740 for Whlte families. The ihcomes of the

Black and Bispanic parents in the preeent sample h

. were somewhat agpve the incomes of these groups in |

-

the national Cengus sample, which showed medians of




O

"‘\ $9,563 andfsllrfgl, respectively..This’difference | ]
is illustrateé best by the medians presented in
- Table 4.7, ' | .
o) Tﬁo—parent Black famllies in the sample- reported
incomes with a median of $13 716. !‘he incomes o\f

I - Bi;7k d Hispanic 51ngle parents i “the sample

Y

~ '!
' o Agdregation across racial and ethnic groups reveals

. . , ¢
dians above the mational estimates.-

that the incomes of respondents - in Los Angeles were
below the me%ian family incomes for that city) and
ghose in PhlladelphiaAyere 31gn1f1cant1y below the

SMSA medlan for that city.

‘e

4.3.2 " Source of Family Income
¢ .
¥ Almost 90% Qf the families in the sample.re-.

-

.. ported.that @arh;ngs frpm employment were their major source

of income. The distribution of income source by ethnicity is

presentedhin Table 4.9. AFDC, WIN, or otherlpelfare proérams
'.were identified as the major source of famzly income of 5%

of the- respondents, and 6% ident1f1ed other sources such as ,:
" ¢child support, alimony, unemployment compensation, or student

“loans as the primpry source. Fifteeén of the 17 families on A

4
some ﬁgrm of welfare were Black and two were Hispanic.
0f the 17 families who listed welfare ag their
mejor income source, ten were usin% sponsored homes, four pn-

regulated homes,'aﬁd three reguylated homes. Among> the 21

J -

. 106 Ve /
\) . . l - * ._
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' . . '
) éfamilzes reportlng major income sourjes other than employment

A

* . earn1ngs or "welfare, nLne were using unregulated homesJ eight

4 : :
sponsored homes, and four-regulated home’s . ~ : ’

( 4 .
4.3.3. . ‘Educational Attainment : . s

‘ » , . - . . . )
« The frequenciddistr{butdons educational‘at;

tainment for the sample of respondlng paréhts and for a’Oensus.
. sample of adults between 25 and 34 are presented 1n}Table 4,10,
7;'I‘lfxese d1stributions are dlsaggregated by ethnicity and by reg-.
ulatory statusf Abou 51% of the responding parents”ﬁadaat
least some college dducation, as compared with 44%iof the nat1onal
sample, but the peycentage that had completed college or\taken
post-graduate work was less than that in the national sample '
(17 versus 24). The.frequenc1es of ind1v1dualé who had not - -
completed\high school were roughly equal to thoge in"t e Cen~-
sus sample._ Th4jfsuggests that the sample conta1ns grh\ter '

than the expected number of college drop-outs orindividuals-’

with Associate of Arts. degrees. ; v
& N\

= - When the sample is d1saggregated by ethnithy,

" the percentages of respondents who have‘at least some college
education is-56 for Whites, 53 for Blacks, and 38 for Hispanlcs.
Black and Whlte respondents dlffered in the percentage ‘who had

completed college or done pogt-graduate work, with 36% of the °

White respondents and 13% of the Black respondents in this
:category. The educationgl level reported by the responding )

Hispanic parents was generally;lower than that of Black or
»

- . * T
- LY
hd . i) -
. : ‘ 10 - .
:
i . . ’
- . v
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T White parents, with 30%, 11%, and 9%, respectively, reporting
: Q . LAY . '
less than a high school ddploma.

ﬂ_,‘ There was llttle syst}mat1c refatlonsh1p ba- . ' l}‘
u“a' N ‘

‘tween use of one type 6f family. day care home or another\and ~

v + educational level, but there was a sllght tendency for the .
: . .

"users of regulated homes to report h;gher‘ievels of educatio

e

\ than the users of the other typef of famil& day care homes. \'

-
? 1

Education does not Erediet the choice of one type of home or

E ] . \
another. ( L; ‘ e
- “ - : ’ R
-+ 4,3.4 e Parents' Occupationg - - R ' -

1'O \ o ' e ' ) x ) ' ’ N ! " l L
- 2 -g,' . ' . .. . 3 . . pe

” ‘The parents in the sample were employed in a _ X
&b ‘ . . - v. ) - . . »

« ' wide variety of ogsupations,'with the range of qccupations of

}v:._,»* N . . . .. LN ';Q\_/

the1r spouses generally greater than that of the respondenbs
-
thfmselves. Problem&with the set of Qccupatlonal categories

used An the instrument for Los Angeles nece551tated a rev1s1on,

and the categorles for the instrument used 1n Ph11ade1ph1a ”
7

and San Antonio were selected to conform with those us by

~

‘ \
: ‘the Bureau of Labor Statistics in reportlng aggregated occu- )

pational data. As a result, data from the respectlve phages

-

cannot he compared'dlrectly without aggregation irto rather -

~

¢ . .
global categories, 3 B
;ﬁZ parents participating ,in the study in Los

T\ :

Angeles were grouped £

in the following five categories:

. L4
o Upper level professional and managerial employees

(e.g?, physicians, lawyers, university progessors,:

» . / ’
bankers, and exedﬁkives) ‘ . ///
P }4{) 5 -
1y
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- ‘%/: o Lower level professional and managerialxemployees

S

« - (@G, ndrses, teachers, social workets, supervisors,
’ . \
. : . © 1
and foremen) & . P ' ' .
a o Skilled tradespersons and laborers (e g., secretaries,

*plumbers, tool and dye makers, and other technicians) . -
o Service and unskilled tradespersons and laborers
’///) ‘ "(e.g., sales clerks, file clerks, factory woﬂ‘ers,
and construotion‘worhers) \ '
’ o Students A

N, L

Professional and managerial positions accounted

(- -

. for 32% of the respondents' jobs and 40% of the spouees' jobs,
as shown in Table 4.11. Twenty-five percent of respondents and,

a like percehtage of spouses held lower level professional or

£
14 a ' :

managerial positions. Twenty-nine percent of respondents and
33% of spouses held positions in skilled fxades, labor, the arts,/

. or sales. Among the respondents (women, for the most part), ’

-

. ‘ (
& the modal posi&fon type was service and unskilled trades, with -

1

s 37%, while onlf; 7% of the spouses' jobs fell into this cateh

Tgory. Althougggthe data presented in the table are not dis-
aggrlegated by etﬁnic1ty, supplementary analyses show that the
high frequency of service and unskilled labor jobs among the
respondents is attributable to the Black apd Hispanic respond- )
‘ents. : : o

- 4

a . In the instrument used in.Philadelphi nd San - .

/

/
Antonio, 15 od&upational categories were offered but only 12

of them wepe actpally represented among: the responses of thF

parents. These were:




B

6% were in sales; and the remaining 8% were spread over a

o Professional

0 Manager ,
o) Clerié w’orker < © L
"o ‘Sélesperson
.0 Craftsman ‘
o] équipment operator
o Transportation worker S
o Laborer | é R qg
‘0 Service worker .
o Household warker
o Volinteer )
o Oth;r v
" _ As shown in Table 4.12, 29% of the respondents

worked at prgfessigpal'or managerial positions while 48% classi- -

3

fied their job as clerical. Nine percent were service workers; T

variety of categories. Ameng the spouses, those holding pro-

-

fessional and manaéerial positiqns accounted for 37% of the, .
samsle; 22% were iaborers; clerical and service worker re- "
presented 10% each; and tho;e wor;ing in transportation and
sgles represented 7% ané 6%/ respeéiively. The positions of
tﬂe séouseg were more diverse tﬁéh those of the re;pondentsf
as in Los AAn'geles.' ‘ .

A In Table 4.13, the occupational categories were
reaggregated so that the ,data from Los Aﬁgeleé could be compared

with the data from Philadelphia and San Antonio and, overall

» -




/

statist;cs COuld be deve»oped. Twice‘the:proportion of r;spond-
ents from Phizadelphia and Ssan AnEonio.haé positions in skilled
"trades, labgr,warts, and séles as had respondents in Los Angeles
(58% versus 29%), and the proportion of ,service and unskilled
labor position? in thladelphla and San Antonio was about a third
of that iA Los Angeles (13% versus 37%). Among the spousés, how=

ever, no such 51gn1ficant difference appeared.

&

" [ v : . //
4.3.5 - ’ _Residence Type and Residential Stability/
. . Mobillty * = .
% ’ , r -
. - < .
. About half of the families in the sample rented o
.their homes.‘”ghite families‘ten@ed to own their homes more -
» ) : : ) .
frequently than E%milieg in other ethric categories. Only 23 .
(7%) of the fimilies contacted lived in public housing, and,
" of these, only one lived in Los Angeles.
- Reszde‘t;al stability is a famlly and parental R

characterlstlc which may be related to the duration of a fami-
ly day care;grraﬁgemenb and to other aspects of care. The .
diétributionfof the Aumbe; of xears‘réspondents had lived in
tﬁe Bame the, the same neighborhood, and the same city are
presenteéJ}n Table 4.14. As might be expected, "the respon-

_ dents had lived in the same city for a longer period of time
than they paallived in their ngighborhood, and, similarly, .
they tended to have livgd in the same neighborhood for longer
than they had lived in their home. Overall, the median dura-

tion of resjidence in the same home was two years ang eight
L]

v ey
o

s-1841
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months, but the median time in the neighborhood was four years

and one month. Ovet 50% of the respondents had lived in the .

.

same city for'over 15 years. ,
> {

- The approximate medlan number of years respon-
dents had lived 1n the same home, for combinations of ethnlcity
. and regulatory status by study phase, is presented’ in qTable 4.15.

The statistics in this table sﬂow that there is an overall ten- .~

-

dency for the Los Angeles sample to have lived in‘the same home

lohgernthah the respondents in Philadelphia and San Antonio had,
' There seem to be no direct effects of ethnicity on residential

stability defined in this way; but there is'a slight tendency

for users of nonsponsored (regulated or unregulated) care to

.\ T . £
’ have higher residential stability. P
e L ) oy
' . ‘ . ¥ -
4.4 Summary fs
¢ Based on the responses of parents to demographic .

qhestions on the surveyjinstrument, we can draw the following .
,conclusions regarding the sample of families using family day -
care homes: N oo L )

o Although a majority of the families included .
bofg?parents, the proportion of single—barent ' j ’
fam111es in the sample was more than double

. -~ that of the AmEfican populations Almost half_
of the Black fam{lies included only one parent.

o ‘Single parehts.were twice as likely tg{use a
sponsored heme as married ‘parents ahd almost

‘ three times’es likely if they were Black.

I s »
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o " The number of children in the sample families
r . . \ ¢ . )
wag somewhat less, on thq average, than ‘the num-

ber in ‘the ‘tygical" American family. Fewér‘than B

one sample family in five included more than"'
dency‘for mothers with more childreh to stay
at home and cate for them, rather than be em-
ployed.

&o The majority of the respoqding pareng; we;e
between 25 and 35 years old,\ano most of the
children in family déy care hefe under three.
Thls finding is consistent with earlier reports
that parents tend to chooge ‘family day care for
y%unger children and'@enter—based care for
older preschoolers. .

o Over the whole sample, the median family intome

- was $12,.es3,'" which is 20% below the median for
all American families. Substantiel defe;ences
_ were found between the incomes of families in
the three ethnic groups, with Whites highest, -
~ followed by Hispanics and Blacks.

o ’W%en the incomes of the respec;}ve ethnic groups

e ake compared to the national sta-

> tisticd for those groups, the sample of Whites

is found* to have a lower median income than the

e

Sty
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two children. This difference may refillect a ten-

- N
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national median, while the Black and Hispanic'

families' incomes closely-match the national

- medians for their qtoubs.' ; ,
o The users of Sponsored day cife(homes generally
had lower family 1ncomes than the users of non- ‘;\3
sponsored (regulated qr unregulated) homes. )

-

| © jmong fam161es using non-sponsored homes, there

L d

was. no overall connection between famlly 1ncome/
. ]

. ' and the choice of regulated or unregulated day -
# A%

. ' , ‘
cxﬁé homes.' Among Whites, however, ‘higher income

- tended to be assoc1ated w1th unregulated homes,

hY

R whlle among Blacks, higher income was assoc1ateg
with.xegulated homes. S
o The vast majority of parents in the sample .

</eported that egrnlngs from employment wera

T4 thelr family's majorrsource of income. One ,
family in twenty received primary support from ’ ™
a welfare program; the fogus children of over
half-these families werefin a sponsored family

, day-care home. Howewver, four families out of

7 ’ !

]

. five using sponsored care reported'that emplefé

S .
ment was their major incomesource, # °

o .Comparisons of the, educational attainment of

the parents in the sample to national statis- b

”

'_gqh - tics yield mixed results. A higher’pEtcentage




'

6f th; respoﬁdents had complet{?ahggh échool. '
than thét reported for the national population,
cSGt a'lower)percentaée,hachomﬁleted college:_

o TheKéducational attainment of Black and White
~parem:.s in tﬁe sample did not éf{fer, bﬁt’both

had received more eduéatﬁon than Hispanic /

parents. ; o
-G«\' P

- N -

o Over the total sample half the respondents /

(ﬁothers, usually) were empléyed in skilled
trades, sales, or arts, and, iﬁ Phi}adelphia
and San Anton?o{‘haif the responding parents
were c1erica1/z9fkers. The occupationg of
the respondents' spouses covered the full
range gf'categor;es,‘with professional occu-j’
pations being more heaviiy {fpfgsented than
any others. ' i

o About,half of the families in thesgmpleﬂfented
their homes. White families tended to ogn fhei
homes poré frequently than famﬁ%ies'in othé;:
"ethnic categories. ‘

o “Only 23‘(7%{ of the families';ontacted lived
in public housing, and, of these, only one
lived in- Los Angeles.

o More than,halfr;hé parents had-lived in the
sape ocity fo; over 15 years. Overall, the

typical family had lived in the same home
) _ ¢

for almost three years. ¢ .

: 7 ( 115 7
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. Table 4.1: MARITAL STATUS'OF RESRONDENTS y — .
s J TOTAL SAMPLE . ;
. ) ; N=348 . ©
' MARITAL STATUS Frequency Peroent
Married 188 57
Divorced 46 , 1
' 3
Separated. 42 12 '
( , / e )
Single 42 12 \
P ) P‘ ) - ‘
lgformally married, 14 ’4
. Widowed 7 2 2
1 |
. P4
TofaL 348 00 T ,
./ ‘
‘, - &
e
) o |
s ‘%
. — -
e . .
110 ¢
B
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Table 4.2: FAMILIES USING TYPES OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES BY
ETHNICITY AND MARITAL STATUS

TOTAL SAMPLE
‘ N=338
: , = VI : '
MARITAL REGULATORY " |. ETHNICITY )
STATUS STATUS White Black | Hispanic | TOTAL
Married® Sponsored 20 (49%) | 11 (27%) | 10 (24%) 41
(20%) (19%) (20%) (20%)
Regulated 38 (45%) | 28 (33%) | 18 (22%) 84
' (39%) (48%) (36%) (41%)
Unrégulated - |40 (49%) | 19(24%) | 22 (27%) 81
| 1%y (33%) (44%) (39%)
TOTAL®** 08 (48%) | 58 (28%) | 50 (24%) 206
' (65%) (51%) (68%) (61%)
Single** Sponsored - |17 (20%) '| 30 (51%) | 12 (20%) 59
(33%) (54%) (50%) (45%)
Regyated 22 (60%) | 9(24%) | 6 (16%) 37 )
‘ (42%) (16%) (25%) (28%)
. Unregulated |13 (36%) | 17 (47%) | 6 (17%) 36
, ) (25%) (30%) (25%) (27%)
- — 2
TOTAL®*» 52 (39%) .| 56 (43%) | 24,(18%) 132
- (35%) (49%) (32%) (39%)
TOTAL SAMPLE . 150 (44%) | 114 (34%) | 74 (22%) 338

*Married or infdrmally married-
**Single, widowed, divorced, separated

s+*Column percentages for the "total" rows of

t

tased on the totals in the Total'Samiple row.

by

*

tpe married and single groups are

b}




Table 4.3: NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN RESPONDENT FAMILIES v
COMPARED TO NUMBER IN NATIONAL . -

had ‘ Based on Census Bureau's Current Population Survey, 1977

.CENSUS SAMPLE OF FAMILIES
;- . TOTAL SAMPLE
) N = 322
NUMBER OF RESPONDENT FAMILIES NATIONAL
CHILDREN — SAMPLE -
IN FAME,Y* Frequency Percentage PERCENTAGE*
N ’ M ) L -
\/ R
1 g 145 45 37
2 119 37 35
3 35 11, « 1 o
/
4 or mo 23 7 11
TOTAL / 322 : 100 109 —
Median l(um}er: 1.64 > 187 i
*Excludes children 18 and over
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N . ’ - . N . .
L. Table 4.4: AGES OF FOCUS CHILDRENIN [ ~ e
. " FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES N
' TOTAL SAMPLE o,
‘ N=297
AGE (Years), : .. CHILDREN IN AGE GROUPS
\ Frequency - Percentage ‘
- e
Under 1 6 ) 2 ) ’
R , .
"1to2 . . 77 26
. % .
2103 89 © 30
3 : :
/ ) i
3to4 ' 56 .19
4t0 6 ‘ " B4 ' 18
Over 6 S 15 ¥ s -
- . K -
* ) { 3 ’
TOTAL ’ 297 ' . 100
— : S
Median A}e: ‘2 yrs., 9 mos. "
*
) N




Table 4,5: DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME ~ .
: , ‘ )
* y TOTALSAMPLE - -
’ N =312
INCOME* - - ’ Freqhen cy “ . \ Parcent
v : — &
Under $6 . . 45 14 |
~ ) . t ‘ . 3 . i l
- .
. . _ ' | |
. $9 - 12 52 / 17 ’
, _ "$12-15 46 X 5 i
. $15 -18 . ' 3a 10 o
Vel . N |
* » ‘/
$18 -21 , * 2 . 8
" Over $21 o . 64 20 \
. ' | ’
© TOTAL A 312, 10089 \
Median: $12,653 - | ;
* : [}
\ .
, . X i
* Income stated in thousands : .
] ) c
4 \ ( .




Tab‘Ie 4.6: ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BY REGULATORY STATUS

, TOTAL SAMPLE
' . . N=312
S REGULATORY STATUS
ANNUAL | - S - 3 .
INCOME® | gponsared - Regulated " Unregulated - | TOTAL
= - . e
Under $6 25 (56%) . 9 (20%) 11 (24%) 45
. (27%) (8%) (10%). (14%) -
- i ) . _.’ ' .
$6-9" 1| 23 (47%) 14 (28%) _ 12 (24%). 49
(24%) —| (12%) (11%) (16%)
; I'a
$9-12 22 (42%) 14 (27%) 116 (31%) 52 ’
(24%) - (13%) (15%) (17%)
$12-15 | 7(15%) 20 (44%) 19 (41%) 48
- (8%) (18%) (18%) (15%)
w ‘ .
$15 - 18 5 (17%) 14 (46%) 11 (37%) 30 o
(5%) - (12%) . aowy” \7 | (10%)
$18 - 21 3 (12%) 11 (42%) 12 (46%) %
(3%) (10%)° (11%) (8%)
~ \ -
over2l | 7(11%) 30 (47%) ‘27 (42%) 64
(8%) (27%) (26%) (20%)
+ TOTAL 92 (29%) 112 (36%) 108 (35%)- 312
. ' t
Median: $8,736 . $14,846 $14,371 $12,653

* %hcome stated in thoixsands.

~
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~ Teble 4.7: ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME BY ETHNICITY

N ,TOTAL SAMPLE "

-

*  ®Income stated in thousands.

. ‘ \\N=302
- ANDAL ETHNICITY |
'+ INCOME White Black Hispanic { TOTAL
Under $6 8(18%) | 25(55%) | 12(21%) | 45
(6%) (25%) (18%) (15%)
$6-9 20 (MBV] 14 (30%) | .12 (26%) | -46 |
N (15%) (14%) (18%) (15%)
$9-12 2w | 19°s%) | eqew) | S0
‘ " (16%) (19%) (14%) (17%)
. . )
$12 - 15 21 (48%). | 11(26%) | 11.(26%) |. 43
5 (15%) (11%) . (17%) (14%)
g, .. |
$15-18 12 (40%) | 11(37%) | 7(23%) 30
i (9%) - (11%) (10%) (10%)
$18 - 21 13 (50%) |~ 4 (15%) 5 (35%) 26
’ - (9%) (4%) (14%) (9%)
" Over $21 . 41 (6696)\0 15 (24%) 6 (10%) 62
(30%) (15%) (9%), o | (20%)
“TOTAL 137 (45%) [* 99 (33%) | 66 (229) | 302
Medians . ’sﬁm | $10,656  $12,000  $12,695 -
. '“:- ,L 7
. A
{ , ” "

©y




Table 4.8: MEDIAN ALNNU{\L FAMILY INCOME:

<" Coy

TOTAL SAMPLE vs. NATIONAL SAMPLE

v

i

-

: N Census -

CATEGORY . Median Parent Sample Ness
. I;:come' Median Income

All Bamilies® 16,009 $12,000-15,000 302
White 16,740 12,000-15,000 137
Black 9,563 .- 9,000~12,000 99
Hispanic - 11,421 8,000~-12,000 66
All Husband-Wife Families® 17,616 15,000-18,000 185
White 17,916 18,000-21,000 89

. Black 13,716 ._  15,000~18,000 51
Hispanic 13,063 12,000-15,000 45
All Femaje-Headed Pamilies* | 7,765 6,000-9,000 , 117
White 8,799 9,000-12,000 48
Black ] 5,598 8,000-8,000 48
Hispanie 5,454 8,000-9,000 21

-t " )
Study Sites*** C 312
Los Angeles 15,931 12,000-15,000 100
Philadelphia - 17,014 8,000-12,000  -105
San Antonio . - 12,000-15,000 107
) -

sProm Bureau of the Census, Population Profile of the United States: 1978

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), current

1877,

" »# Current median income estimate not available for San Antonio.

ss*Number of cases in the present sample on which median incomes were
Reomes ineludes 10 families who reported

based. Report of median
ethnicities other than Black, White, a:gd Hispanie.

for

¥

. €
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Table 4.9: PRIMARY SOURCE OF INCOME BY ETHNICITY
TOTAL SAMPLE
“ .
® N =338
, )
PRIMARY , ETHNICITY
INCOME , -
SOURCE White Black Hispanic TOTAL
Employment 142 (47%) | 91 (30%) | 867 (22%) 300
' (95%) (80%) (90%) (89%)
Welfare ~0 | 15(s8%) | 2(12%) - 17
(13%) (3%) (5%)
Other 8 (38%) 8 (38%) 5 (24%) 21
. (5%) -(7%) (79%) (8%)
TOTAL 150 (44%) | 114 (34%) | 74 (22%) 338
&
~
124




47

>

Table 4.10: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPbNDENTS REPORTING LEVELS OF EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENT BY ETHNICITY AND BY HOME REGULATORY STATUS

_ WITH NATIONAL CENSUS COMPARATIVE DATA

)

*Due to other ethnic groups, the number of cases in'this analysis is not equal to the number of
respondents for whom an educational level was reported.
#*Based on Censys Survey of 32,284 persons aged 25% to 34 conducted in 1977.

Q

N ¢

»
¢

i~

125

z [ . .

, TOTAL SAMPLE
k _ N=338348
HIQHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
SAMPLE Right Years| Some High | High Sch, or| Some Coll./| College | Post- TOTAL
or less - School Trade Sch. | Tech. Sch. | Degree Graduate |
White 0 (0%) 13 (9%) 52 (35%) |46 (30%) | 17(11%) | 22(15%) | 150
(0%) . .-| (36%)" (45%) 1 (39%) (63%) (73%) (44%)
Black 1(1%) 11 (10%) [ 41136%) |46 (40%) | 7 (6%) 8 (7%) 14
(9%) (31%) (35%) | (39%) (26%) (27%) (34%)
Hispanic 10.(14%) | 12 (16%) 23 (31%) 26 (35%) 3 (4%) 0 (0%) 14
: - (91%) (33%) (20%) (22%) (11%) (0%) (22%)
TOTAL 11 (3%) |36 (11%) | 116 (34%) |118(35%) | 27 (8%) 30 (9%). | 338+
Sponsored 2 (2%) 12(12%) | a#(38%) |33(32%) | 8(8%) 8 (8%) %a{
(18%) - (33%) (32%), . | (27%) (29%) | (27%) (28%)
Regulated 4(3%) Y| 9(1%) 43 (34%) |44(35%) | 13(11%) | 13(10%) | 126
- .| (38%) (24%) ~ | (35%) (37%) (46%) (43%) (36%)
. Unregulated | 5(a%). .| 16(13%) | 40 (33%) |43 (36%) | 7(6%) 8 (8%) 120°
(46%) (43%) (33%) (36%) (25%) (30%).” | (35%)
TOTAL 11 (3%) | 37(11%) { 122(35%) | 120 (34%) | 28 (8%) 30 (9%) 348
National . e
25 ~ 349+ 5% 11% 40% 20% - 24% for aggregate 3zrzs4
' - 5
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Table 4.11: PARENT OCCUPATIONS
LOS ANGELES -
//N.} 100, 60
/
g L
5 ‘ RESPONDENT - SPOUSE
occup ATION Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Upper levél profes- - 7 7 (. a5 12
sional/managerial LN
k
Lower level profes- 25 25 15 X 25
sional/managerial :
Skilled trades and 29 29 20 33
leborers, artists .
gales ~
Service and unskilled 37 e S 16 27
&ades : ) i‘ L
Students 2 2 R 3
TOTAL 100 100 80 100 L
f *
>
s .
120 .
7 ‘
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Table 4:12: PARENT OCCUPATIONS
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

-

N

N =234, 138
a RESPONDENT SPOUSE >
OCCUPATION Frequency | Percentage| Frequency | Percentage
!
Professional 54 23 40 29
Manager © 14 ; 6 11 8
- . \.\-’
. Clerical Worker 113 48 13 10 -
" Salesperson . 14 8 8 6
Craftsman 7 3 8 4
Equipment Operator 2 1 6 4
Transportation Worker 0 0 9 7
T
Laborer 7 3 30 22 .
. %
Service Worker 21 .9 13 10-
. S ‘.
Household Worker 2 1 - = -
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Table 4.13; PARENT ocoﬁpﬁmorzs BY SITE

YN

g ‘ W '
S . TOTAL SAMPLE
P N = 334, 196 :

'OCCUPATIONAL , P“ﬂ::glpm .
CATEGORY Los Angeles ‘San Antonio " IGTAL

R‘ S“ B‘ s“. Y M R‘ S“

p ‘!, , 7

~ Professional/Managerial | 32 22 88 51 100 13
(32%) 37%)" (29%) (37%) (30%) (37%)
’ “ . » .
Skilled trades; skilled 29 | 20 138 42 185 82 _ ,
labor, artists and (29%) (33%) (58%) (31%) (49%) (32%)
gpold [L '
Service and Unskilled 37 18 “t 30 43 87 59
labor and trades (37%) 27%) || (13%) (32%) Q%) (30%)
Students’ 2 .| 2 0 o SN
, (2%) (3%) (0%) (0%) | (1%) (1%)
}
TOTAL 100 - 80 - 234 138 334 196
| B

*Respondent s
#38p0use \ . .




Table 4.{4: RESIDENTIAL STABILITY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENT FREQUENCY

&

LI

$

DISTRIBUTION OF TIME IR HOME, IN. NEIGHBORHOOD AND IN CITY
‘ TOTAL SAMPLE . = - ,
N = 348 '*“\)
: v -
NUMBER OF = -IN SAME s | :
YEARS/MONTHS IN SAME HOME NEIGHBORHOOD IN SAME CITY —
Freq. Perc. Freq. Pere. Freq. | ,Perc.
~ ., t
Lessthanl ° -7 22 55 ‘16 20 8
c .
1to1/11 80 | 17 ., 41 12 13 4
2 to 2/11 ” 55 6. 45 13 1 3 -
3or4 70 20 - 58 17, 28 | 8/>
- . 9 / < '
5006 34 10 43 12 18 5
7 t0°10 30 9 41 12 40 11
\ ~ ) ) ,—‘%"\
11 to 15 9 3 19 5 27 8
® ; * :
Over 15 11 . 3 45 1 13 . 191 55
L.
TOTAL 348 100 347 100 348 100 .
/ - : X mmmm ‘)

Median 2 years -3 months 4 years - 1 month ~ Over 15 years

' -
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- Table 4.15: REIDENTIAL STABILITY MEDIAN NUMBER OF YEARSIN PRESENT HOME,
o TOTAL SAMPLE BY ETHNICITY AND REGULATORY STATUS_
‘ . | N =339
N\ LOS ANGELES )
ETHNICITY REGULATORY STATUS
. Spqnsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
White 3.1 yrs. 4.7 yrs. 2.5 yrs.
3 ~N (12) . (15) 14) . (41)
. -
Black 3.1 yrs. . 2.3 yrs. 4.0 yrs. -
;ﬂ (11) (11) m - (29)
Hispanic 1.8 yrs. 4.1 yrs 2.8 yrs. - .
‘ (12) (12) (11) ¢ *(35)
TOTAL (35) (38) (32) (105)
’ .
,\
i .
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO .
- ETHNICITY REGULATORY STATUS
’ Sponsored Regulated " Ynregulated TOTAL
White \ 1 yrs. Zyrs . 2yrs. . ) -
(28) (39) -(40) - (105)
Black 2 3, g :
s (28) * £28). - - (29) (83)
_ 9 '
Hispanie 1 3 \ 2
‘ (11) (19) (16) (46)
TOTAL (65) . - (84) (85) (234)
STUDY ‘ .
//’PGTAL (100) (122) (117) (339) .
*Numbers in pareritheses are nuimber of cases or which medians are completed.

{ '.




. . Chapter 5.0 '
- . . g7 ‘
. ) . i ) \7
PARENTAL NEEDS AND BREFERENCES FOR CARE

5.1 ° Introduction
. - Vel "

Ed

Understanding the strengths and limi;:}ions of”
PO

rtant

.. family day ¢are, ;s perceived by the consumer, is i
for those concerned’with child care polic;., Policy direction
) may take the form of providing information to help consumers
assess their own requiremepts, the néeds of their children,
and the qualifications and services of prospective day care
providers. But major factors influencing parents‘ child care
decisions may well be beyond the purview of federal and state'
regulation. As Emlen concluded, "for both caregiver and the care
user»it [i.e.;rfamily day care] is an adaptation of family life"
+ (Emlen, Donoghue, and LaForge, 1971, p. 169).
T , As such, the caregiver becomes an extension of
\3; 5 the child's-own family--a surrogate parent assisting natural
.parents‘witn the task of childrearing. Thus providers and
users have to achieve a subtle Ealance,tﬁat assures successful
interaction for the well-beiég of the child. Pdggrams developed’ .
in support of -family day care must be based on a recognition
of the role of both parents and providers in the maintenance
ef stable child care arrangements. Heretofore>\gost interven—
tion efforts have‘fdcused on:caiegivers. Because of the in=-
formal nature of family day care, and the fact that the parent/

- - - ]

¢
e

tane
)'. 1]
«- » . -

o o L 5-113J\ ,
EMC e ‘- oY y r
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caregiver rélationship is central to its stability, support
prqograms must focus on‘'improving judgments, activities, and
- communicatfgh processes.

Fémily day care is not on%& a childrearing envi-
ronment, but it is a business arrangement as well. The contract
m;sp meet the parent's needs for dependable care, at a reasonable
cost, for the requi;ed hours and days. Parents, then, have to
make very practical decisions based on their empldyment require-
ménts‘and family situations. Consumers have to view their pro-
spective arrangeme?ig from several perspectives, Policy-makers

i

_.and those responsiblé for developing programs in ‘support of
family -day car;~must also. q .
The data presented im Chapter 5.0 willaassist
.ot in the understa;ding of motivation, the priorities parents
egtablish; and the means by which parents choose their Eare and

their providers. This”chapter essentially explorgs four basic

_ questions: , '
o Why do éarents need child care in the fiést4p1ace? ’ . —
o Why do consumers choose farily day care? Is it-
' their preference over other types of ‘care? .
o Why do parehts gselect their particular céregivers?
a o By what meang_do the& locate and assess care-

( . givers? . . R : ‘ T e
The data car inform importaqt policy decisions. For ’

) exalee:‘ .

[




o What assistance do consumers need to locate care-
givers’wgo meet their requirements?

o What are the effects of regulating family day
‘care? 18 regulation a se}ection factor? Does
it enhance any characigristics of the home or
caregiver that represent priorities to parents? .

o How do parents assess caregiver qualifications?

What is of primary importance to them? How

can these concerns be‘gncorporated in special

~— .

supporf programs?
o Given parents' preferences for forms of child -

care othe? than family day care, is it fegsible

for the government to.deéélop additional day

cére programs, or to énhance the quality of

services in family day care? )

The moteg following this chapter compare NDCHS

data with that obtained from the 1975 National Child Care ébh-_

sumer Study. The data from this latter study are available

. ’“m‘

through ERIC. ‘ ‘

5.2 : ‘barental Need for Care

-

' Eighty~six percent of the-:iudy sample repor ted
that their principal reason’for using child care was to remain
in the labor force (Table 5.1). Eeﬂfr Black parents (77%)
needed child care to work than did White (94%) or Hispanic

(88%) parents. " Seventy-eight percent of all parents using

+




sponsored care cited work as the reason for their child care
requirement., Fewer than 10% needed child care to attend
school or to participate in a training program. Other reasons

included a desire "to get away from the childrnen for a wh®

or "to teach my child to get along with other children.” ™
ever, for parents in this sample, these reasons ger’.

secondary to the need to work.
¢

. 9.3 Reasonsjéir Choosing Family-Da} Care
\

" All parents participating in the study responded

to open-ended questions designed to obtain their principal rea-
sons for selecting family day care as opposed to some other
kind of care. The data from Los Angeles were not merged with
responses from Philadelphia and San Antonio because of refine:
ments in code categories.

In Philadelphia and San Antonio, 95% of the par-

ents used family day care exclusively, while 5% (13 families)

used one or more other arrangements as well. Table 5.2 presents:

the main reasons for selecting family day care amono those par-
ents psing'homes exdlusively. Cost (19%), special attention for
the child (18%), and unavailability of center care (18%) were
cited by 118 respondents (5?%). Ten percenr chose home family
care- for oonvenience,,including three parents who were specifi-
cally concerned that day care center hours were not compatible

TN .
with their work schedules. Nine percent stated that family day

care was the only type of care available to them.

’
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In Lds Angeles, a sub-sample of 64 parepis re-
gponded to a queséion'that explored their reasons for Qelecting
family day care over other available optioné. éﬁe data given
in Table 5.3 Lndiéatg that parent=-centered reasons.636%) and
chiId;ceqtered réqsdns (28%) were major factof; for choosing
family day éare. Sevepteen percen%goffthe reépondents stated
that family day care was their only available choice, while 17%
based their choice on characteristics of the care given.

Table 5.4 combihes the responses of parents ‘in '
Los Angeles with those of parents in Philadelphia and San
Antonlo which were readily ihterpretqg as parent-centered,
child-Egntered, situagional (invalving situations over.which

the parent had nqQ control), and caregiyer-centeféd; Fiftyheigh; W
percent of the parents stated thaé their own needs (31%) or
‘those of their children (27%) determined their choiZe of fanily
day care. Cost issues were critical to 17% of those. parents
responding. Of thosge who indié;téq child-centered reasons, 14% .
perceived that the family day eare;envi Snment ensured speciai
gttentio& for the child. The situational reasons are revealing.
A substantig& percentage of the parents ciiing external reasons
had ne, other day care choige available; 14% clearly would have
‘prgﬁérred.center cafe.‘A coﬁparison of parent day care prefer-
ences with the day care actually used is deSEribed in Section

5.7.- Nine parents apparently selected family day care bécause ’

an agency or social worker referred the caregiver to them.

’ ~

» - *
L4 -
.
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~ . * : ,,
Of the sample responding, 7%‘f6cused on care=

giver characterlstics as their principal reason for selectlng
family day'care. These reasons for selecting famlly day care

can be’ interpreted as child-centered Parents were most probably

N

saying that . "becausé my caregiver is ‘a relative, or because‘my
Y # ~ -

cgregiver ‘is experienﬁed,.my child will receive a level of &are

-
»

that satisfies me." v

Forty-one perCent of the parents reported that,

at the time they were making thelr choices, they serlously con- -
¥

gsidered other day care arrangements (Table 5 5). Of'thoee who

-

=X
-did conslder altérnative day care, nearly half (49%) were White,

and 55% had at least some college educat1-3 'Hable 5.6). Most

~ .

had serious’p considered and then.rejected' enter-based care. .

e

-Theeﬁost frequent reasons cited were thaE.the child"was‘toq young

for a large gfoup'of children, that genter care was too enpensive,

- L

i r that there were no slots avallable. The'verbatim remark gj

.
two respondents may reflect the attitudes of many parents in the .

-

sample. One parent in SanmAntonio said: : —

© It's cheaper to have someone take care
. of the child in their home--home care is
P better ‘than a center and it's very 4diffi-
’{cult to, find someone to come into ‘home.

4

4

i"< 4 a
InﬂPhiIadelphia, another parent stated:

oK
" “I-fdel that having someone come ' -
"\~ into my home was too expensive. Also '
¢the caregiver is only‘two Joors y
, 8o that is very convenient. -~ care r
( '* ¢enters are too large and my child -
would get lost and not enough atten~
. tion could be given. v o

. " . — . - . -
. ) .
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Influence of Work Schedule on Selection
of Care .

‘one.of the characteristics of family day care
( . that make it convénient for parents is its flexibility in re-
sponse to varying work schedules. While .most respo?dents (85%)
rked gtandard day-time hours, a sizable minority (13%) either —~

worked 4t night or had rotating or variable work séﬁedulés,
!
suggesting a need for flexible child care arra ements (wable
2.

5.7A) . ‘Twenty—one of these 41 parents regided im Los Angeles?

.

2o - Tabie 5.7B indicates that a greater proportion of

&>

"White respondents (16%) worked evenings or variahle or rotating
schedules than Black (10%) or Hispanic (10%) respondents. of

the 41 parents working on unusual schedules, 17 used -unregulated

care (Table 5.8), 13 selected regulated care,;and the remaining’

families (11) with unusual work® schedules placed their children
- - Ehl A

. in spopsored day care homes. 7 -

5.5 . Reasons Parents Selected the Particular .
) é Family Day Care -Home

& S * .

(j As the .previous discussion suggests; parents were

concerned that their faniiyrday care arrangements satisfy their

own requirements as well‘as their expectations fof their c&ildren.

}t hecomes-important, then, to attempt to understand how parents
“g%, made assessments that the home would be suitable. The interview »

instruments weré designed to approach this issue in Beveral ways:
v < o Parents ‘were asked to indicate~the main‘reaggns

_they chose their caregiver instead of someone else.

-
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o The interview determined the ways inlwhich .

parents found ‘their caregiver. * ’

o The content of ggient/caregiver communica-

>

tion prior to finalizing the arrangement was

explored to determine its significance to
L

\ -

parents making assessments. . ’

13

5.5.1 Reasons Parents Selected Their Caregivers -

. 4 .

Tagle 5.9 sumﬁarizes data from 196 6f 243 usable
rquopsesﬁof parengé in Philadelphia and San Antonio explaining
the reasons for séiecéiﬁg their caregiver. Nineteen percent
repofted that tﬁe carégiver's personality was a major factor:;
15% liked the convenient {ocation of the day care home; 12%
had received referrals from other persons (excluding agencies);
and for 1l1% the céregiver,was a reiaé&vé. The remaining pa;—
ents citéd khe caregiv?;'s availébility (8%7$ﬁ£pe caregiver's
teaching skill (8%), the caregiver's experience (7%), and the
caregiveg's relationship go:tge parent as a'friend‘og neigpbor’
(7%). 1In lLos Andeles, 61% of the parents based their selection
~on qualities of éhe caregiver whi;e 52% cited such ﬁésgnt-cen-
tered reasons as cost, location, and flexibility (Table 5.10).

Table 5.11 presents responseszfrsm Philadelphia
and San Antonio org%pizéa to depict caregiver-centered,
parent-centered, sit@htiona;,.and child-centered reagqns‘for

gselecting the caregiyer. When the data from both ghéses are

aggfegatéd and categpfized (Table 5.12), it ig clear that the

.
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majority of parents in the sample (64%) considered the care«
o8 . .

giver™s characteristics among the most important factors when

making'a home selection. Eighteen percent considered such

factbrs as convenient location, flexibXe, hours, and cost.

among the other réspondents, 11% chose their caregivers on the

.basis of acreferral, and 10% made the choice because the care-
- r

giver was a relatﬁve. Seven percent of the sample responding
reported that no other option had been available.
It appears that when parents were deciding appro-

priate day_ca}e settings, such factors as cost, convenience, and
' "

location--the parent—centered reasons--were key considerations.

LY

Once parents decided to chodse family day care, the determining
s s “

'factor in selecting a home focused on the characteristics of the
kcaregiver". Pareﬁgg seem&d concerned that their caregivers be
able to meét the neéds of their children, as well as their own

need fog, 2§ they repeatedly phrased it, nrefiable, dependable"
. . k}
B L care. The parents' perception of the caregiver s dependabilléy

is treateg ‘in Chapter 6.0.
¥ .
<

5.5.2 o Information Sources for Locating Caregivers.

¥
. T Forty=-four percent of the respondénﬁs in Los

%ngeles reported that they used personal sources of information

to locate their current providers. Thirty percent relied on =
< > .

£ s or. neighbors,- and 14% asked relatives (Table 5.13).
- . L ‘. ' . \‘ ®
_Twe percent sought referrals from Information and Referral
¢ *

Cdnters .which operate. in Los Angeles to assist consumers. Only

iy
¥
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7% resorted to adveftiéements and an equalvperqentage were
‘refe;Qeé by a Bponsoring agency. Asked how they would proceed
if they had to make future arrangements, 21% reported that
they would ask friends or neighbors for a referral, and fewer
(6%) reported that they ;ould rely on reiatives.‘Approximately
£7% would use'Informét%on and Referral Centers. Fourteen
perceént would seekarefg;rals from' sponsoring agencies. Only
« one resp?ndent had sought a;sistance from'the licensing agency,

id they would seek help there if andther arrange-

in the future. . -

" The majérity of parents in Los Angeles apparently
recoénized a need for assistance in locating suitable child
care. Ninety-one percent of the parents said they would wéleome
asgigtance from a chilé care referral sefvice, and 90% would
use ipformation on childrearing were it available to them.

> Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio also
relied on assistance from personal sources to locate their care-
givers (Table 5.14). Thirty-two percent asked friends or neighbgrq

for referrals; 13% sought help from relatives; 6% used their

relatives és caregivers; and 11% found friends or neighbdrs to

care for_ their children. Fifteen percent said they Grew'upon

’

advertisements and 16% said thef drew .upon referrals from a
sponsoring agency. |

. T . L s
Aihen segking future caregivers, .59% of respondents

4

in Philadelphia and San Antonig indicated. that they would draw
- ¢

k
upon a personal source. A slightly higher percentage (37%) would

« Fr
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use referrals from friends or neighbors for new arrangements.'

J

Fewer, however, indicated they would seek referrals from rela-
tives (10%). Those who would use,advertisements for making future
_ arrangements increased sharply -to 39%. Twenty-seven percent
- rep0rted that they would rely on advertisements by caregivers,

up from 114%; 12% stated they would advertise themselves, up

from 4%. | . — \ @
In summary, the majority of parents in-the total

' [
sample tapped persond] sources when seeking caregivers, and

-

would do so again. A significant numfer of parents in Philadel-

phia and San Antonio,<however,,felt—adgertisements were effective,

particularly advertisegentsffr6methe caregivers.
\ ~ -— .
!

5.5.3 Parent Communication With Prospective E&
Careglvers .

2

In Philadelbhialand San Antonio, parents responded
to four questions that explored'the content of discussions with f
the caregivers before the caregiving arrangement was initiated.
.. It was important to determine the spec1£1c information parents

-3

wanted from caregivers about themselves and the services avail-
‘ "‘Q"gle/in the home.’/;n addition, two questions explored informa-
tion that caregivers had volunteered in their initial discussions.
Table 5.15 reflects responses to the question, "Before your
caregiver started taking ca;elcf your child, what Einds of
tnings did you ask her/him about herself/himself?" Table 5.16

4 identifieslinformation caregivers volunteered épbut themselves.i)

Table 5.17 identifies the conderns of parents about services

-
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in responae to the queetioné, "What kinds of.things did you

ask the careéiver about'the famil} éay care aerviEes he/she . -
provides?® Finally, Table 5.18 identifies information care-
givers volunteefed about the services they provided.

An examiﬁation of the data from this series of

g’

four tables reveals that the feqest questions--only 222==-were
addressed by the parents to the cq;egivers about themselves.
This low figure can be contrasted with the frequency of items

~

of iuformation caregivers.volunteered about themselves (348),
the frequenqx oflqueations parents a;ked about the servioes
caregivers provided (509), a;d‘gbe frequency of items fof in-
formation boiunteered by caregivers-< about their services (726).
A st;ikin?'oercegtage of parents (36%) apparently preferred to
request inform‘;;on about the caregiver from a social worker

or agency, rather than to ask the caregiver directly (Table,s 15).
Onlx 20% of the parents asked the potential provider about her

7 caregiving exﬁerience, 11% inquired about'childrearing philosophy,
and 10% asked about family members. Caregivers, aécording to

32% of the parents, talked most ften about their experience;

28% of caregivers mentionef>> family members; and g% of careLi
givers talked about their childrearing philosophy to the par-
ents., The data suggests that oaregiuers, as perceived by parents,
voiunteered iuformation more readily than the parents requested

it. Caregiving experiénce was more important to both than

either training or ?ducation. This priority was also evident when

interview items concernfbg parents' preferences re/arding care-

’ | G .
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giver‘qualifications were analyzed'(See Chapter 6.0, Section
5.2.4). The substantial use of personal resources to find
care?ivers suggésts that parents yno relied on friends or neigh-
bors knew more about the potential .caregivers, and therefore had
- few questions to ask in the initial interview. : -
Parents and caregivers talked most about services
.provided in the home, as indicated on Tables 5.17 and 5.18. Nu-
tritional practices in the home were discussed most‘frequently--,
358 of the parents asked ques tions about this aspect of the .
care, -and 53% of the caregivers volunteered information. (Pat-
ents' perceptions and satisfaction with food served to their
children are discussed in Chapter 6.0). In order of priority,
parents asked questions aboyt hours of care (25%), r€he chilg’ s
' achedule (20%), cost and payment arrangement (19%), group size
and age mix (18%), recreation and’ play activities (14%), and .
supervision in thé home (12%). CaregiVers had essentially .

.the same priorities. However, after nutrition, they most

frequentiy talked about recreation, play, end,hours of- care,
as reported by 25% of the'pgrents (Table 5.18). Regulation
of the home was not apparently of fundamental importance; few
caregivers mentioned this issye (5%) and fewer parents inquired
aboutfit (3%). ) 2 ' " > )
Ve ~ " :
In. summary, Marents chose family day care for
very practical reasons, and particularly focused on the.care-

giver's capabilities when they selected the particular family

day care.home.* A substantial nutber of parents preferred. to

?
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rely on.friends, neighbors, and relatives to locate ca;egiye;s,
but would ﬁave welcomed assistance from informatiog/ﬁiﬁ re-
ferral services.: Parents ggﬂerally assessed their p;espective
caregiver and assured themselves through conversatipng that thg
prospective caregiver was indeed capable- of meeting the Teeds
of their child for nutrition and appropriate play and social

\; interact?on. The data also reflects the working parents' need
to find a caregiver who would be available for the required

" hours and days at a price they could afford..

. The actual words of parents present their rea-
sons for choosing their caregivers more eloquently than do

massés’of éata;
Best choice. Mrs. - -
is more motherly: already had 5 R
children of her own and she was
very dependable. .

In the words of a pafent'using an unregulated .
home in Philadelphia: ‘

She was well recommended; her
name came up over agd over.

Finally, from the user of a regulated- home

i

in San Antonio: .
I feel Mrs.. provides
adequate day care. Good child
. - care in San Antonio is very )
™ limited. [She feeds children ) -
’ well, géod safety.] (Main reason
in brackets.)

-

.’ )
5.5.4 Trade-§f£f Decisions in Choosing "Caregiver

. . . =
On what issues were parents willing toxbompro-

% __ -mise, once they determined that- caregizers met their basic gnd ’

14
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. ’ - .
initial expectations’ In all sites, parents responded to a

question asking about aspects of the home they may not have ‘

-

liked at firsti§ interviewerg recorded their verbatim responses. .
Table 5.19 summar}zes data from the Los Angeles sample: Sixty-

two percent of the parents pad no reservatioﬁs at the time 7
they made the1r arrangements. However, 5% indicated they did

not like the fac111ty, 4% said the fees.were .too high, "and 3%
indicated they didn't like the location. A total of 23 parents
reported concerns that were not included in the code categories.

These verbasim responses appear on Table 5. 20, grouped by reg-

uiatory status'of the home. The presence of pets in the care-

g1ver 's hébme was a concern for six respondents: fﬁé rema1n1ng
responses vary. A few,, however, appear to ;epresent the presencet

or serioue compromises, suggesting that parents may not haJe
had available'alternativeg/and therefore had to accept, for‘
example, deficient’supervféion, questionable nutrition, and
crowded households.

4

In Philadelphia and San Antonio, 44 of 235 re-

)

spondents (19%) indicated that they had selected their current
caregiver despite initial concerns. For the eqtire sample of .
340&parents responding, 25% reported Eggde-off decisione in the

selection ‘of their caregivers--a significant proportion of the

C, . )
sample. ' .




5.6 Previous Chilq Care Arrangements

gevenal question; exploréd the type nf day care
ﬁarents used prior to the current arr;ngenent, the duration
of the care,’and the reasons for terminatinq7it. )
Oof 345_resbondgnts, 55% reported using da§ care
for the focus child (Table 5.21). A hiéher propofq&on of par-
ents using sponsored homes (64%) had used previous canﬁ arrange-
ments than thoge using regulated (55%) or n;gggulated care (47%).
The experience of the ethnic groups differed significantly
(Tablle 5.22). A lower percentage of Black families (36%) had
had éarlier day'care arnangeménts than had either White (59%5
or Hispanic (71%) families. That previous arrangements had beeﬂ,
used by a higher proportion of Hispanic families may be related
to the instability of services and living condftions g%r un=- |
documented persoms.* In fact, Hispanic activists in Los Angeles
stressed the need for more stable day care. services.

\\Table 5.23 indicates that 64% of the parents
reported ‘using family day care as the last asXangement pre-
ceding the current one.4 Twenty~three percipt had used "in~-
home care and 12% had used other arrangements. A higher pro-

portion of Black (73%) and White families (70%) had used family

day care preceding the current arrangemgnt. of thé’Hlspanics

- kY

8ty

Ly

* In Los Angeles many Hispanics who entered the country with-
out proper documents have difficulty’ obtaining employment or
receiving social services.

'5-16 ,
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reporting, 51% had used family day care before; however, 37%

said their preceding arrangement had been in-hdme cafg, com- -~

pared to 15% of the Black .families and 18% of the White. The .

s

parents who had used family day care as their last prior arrange-
i ‘ \“
ment ‘were about equally-represented in the three types of homes

(Table '5.247. ' .

!
i

. Data on the reasons parents in Los Angeles-
- terminated arrangements immediately preceding the current one

cannot be repdrted with precision.* Among parents in Philadel-

P

phia and San Antonio, 26% reported terminating their last prior

-

arrangement because the caregiver stopped operating a day care

home (Table 5.25). Twenty-four percent said that their own .

- b 2
needs changed. Forty-three percent of the respondents terminated .

’ because of disgatisfaction with various aspetcts of the arrange- )
ments. Twelve percent reportgd that thé child had not received

proper care, and ld% felt their caregivers had been unreliaﬁlé.5
' The duration of prior arrapgements cannotlbe

reborted precisely for respondents in Philadelphia and San An-

tonio because of reliability and validity problems.* However,
’ " ‘ 4

i

* The question used in Los Angeles was ambiguous, and hence’
.~ did not elicit reliable data.

* Many responses could not be interpreted because the dura-
tion of previous arrangements reported was not in keeping with
what we know about day care. For example, a number of respond-
ents reported arrangements lasting rore than 10 years. Because
of the apparent unreliability of these responses, the validity
(what the items are thought to measure) is also called sharply

- into question. However, thee problems~seem to -exist only for

. previous arrangements lasting more than one year, and it is -
still possible to suggest that most parents seemed to have ter-
minated their previous qrrangeménts in ‘fewer than six months.

. sild7
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analysis suggests that, as in the case of parents in Los Angeles,

" the majority terminated in fewer than 6 months. Thirty-eight
percent terminated pfevious care in fewgr than three months, and ‘ //b/
another 21% in fewer than gdx‘mOQZhb (Table 5.26 and 5.27).
‘ Emlen reported in his study ongmily day care
stability that three-fourths of the arrangements ended for
purely extrinsic reasons rather than because of dissatisfac-
tion (Emlen, ‘Dopoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 250).. About half
the parents in Philadelphia 4nd San Antonio who had termiﬁatéd
prévious arrangements reported such extrinsic reasons. The
q!ta in this study sugéest that a significant number terminate

/ " .=
because of dissatisfaction. ’

5.7 Preferred Type of Care

-

ﬁhile family'day care is'the most‘extehsively

used form of out-of-home care, a significant question~remains:
"Do parents really want their children in family day care?"
Would they prefer centefEbased‘c;re or in-home care? What
types of care are perceived_as appropriate for vdrious ages of
children? Por‘example, do parents prefer different day care

' ;ettingq for infants, toddlers, and school-aged children? As
béeviousl§ discussed in Section 5.3, 11% of the parents had °*
no other choice of care available to them, and, further,

about 12% clearly chose family day care because day care centers

require children. to be over two years of age and toilet.trained

RIC e T sy
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(Table 5.4). Several questions explored the child care prefer~ .

ences of .parents in all three sites.* - ) .
Table 5.28 presents data from Los Angeles which a

indicates that family day care is the preferred care setting for

-’"\
children two and three years old. Thirty-eight percent, however,

prefer in-home care for infants younger than two years of age$j‘\\\
. RS { .
The dreference for more structured settings increases sharply\ \\\\\\

for four and five year ¢ld children. Fifty-seven percent of °‘the .

‘1'|

responses in the "other" category cithd a preference for kinder- -
garden.® L ‘ i ' [;\

The same pattern is observable in the responses of

pagegazfin Philadelphia and San Antonio (Table 5.29), \However,

the ref¥nement of the age categories in the Phase III 1nstrument
focusedf;dditional attention upon infants under one year of age
and upon those between one and two years. For infants younger
than a year in age, 78% of respondents preferred in-home

care, and 90% of those spondents indicated a prgferehce for

in~home: care by a relative, . .

FOr year old chi;Eren; 62% Q{\respondents in
Philadelphia and San Antonio preferred in-home care and thought
care by a relative wasigost desirable. For children* two yearsQ

of age, there was a preference for family day care (51%), followed

by in-home care (27%) and center-based care (22%). For children

¥ .

TN

~

* Phase IT and Phase III data cann ﬁ be, aggregated because of
differences in code categories for the ages of the target child.

£
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L0 between three and five years of.age, the preference for more ,,_,//
< “ A RN *

ﬁl ‘'structured settings increased sharply:-43% preferred struqtured
settings for three-year-olds, 65% for four-year-olds, a nd_66§ .
‘for five-year-olds. .o 0 - -, ,

‘EWereaparents able -to choose the setting they per-b |

L s &

ceived as approgriate for the age group of their own child? Par-

£y

ents’ stated preferences'were compared w1th @he actual age &£
7

- their owngghildren, to obtain;the data in Tables 5.30 (Los Angeles)

‘7§££%§;and 5.31 (Philadelphia’and.San Antonio). There wés'a total §§§§ ' i
h

o of 68 parents in Los Angeles with children in care between thé
l. :, e - .

.ages of infancy and. three ?ears (Table 5.30). As indica- j

oL 48, or 62% of.this group, were in family day care--their F“

ference. Ten parents with children bg}ween infancy an@*t ‘ee

-

3,
years of age really pFeferred in~home care. Four of these par- ..
" ents had infants, five were parents of.two-yeaérolds and one

™ was a parent of a threekyear-old.°ﬁone of the seven parents of

<

four-year-olds wanted their children in family day care;,neither
. -~ < '
did the eight parents of five-year-olds. Table; 5.30 indicates -

) e * ~ k@
that of the 83 parents in Los '‘Angeles, 51% were successful inm
AN

placing their children in the day care setting they preferred.

-

-~ -

Oof 188 parents tg Philadelphia and San Antonic¥ -

,. 89 (48}‘qhad their children in the setting of their ‘choice==~

-

.gpmily day qare by a relative, (12%) orjgy a. non—relative (36%) ° *’//’

- !

(Table 5.31). The remaining 99 pgrents, representing 53% ofé

1" ‘ﬂﬁi sample, had other preferences. In®home ‘care was the pre-
. . . . *‘ - ~=

b, 'ference for 49% of thea§5 parents of one year old childrengy//
B ' » 150 ~ Lo
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\3i§,preferred-and.used family day care; about 9% would prefer

. . Y % ’
to use center-based carg. Of the parents of two-year-olds,

. 50% werégusers of the care of their préference. The preference
w for in-hgme Zare declined to 22%; howeVer, 28% wanted center- *
S — - ' »

f” based ca A higher percentage of parents of three- and four-
year-olds (53% and 48%, respectively) had placed their children

- in the setting of‘their choice. Twenty-nine percent in each case,

. ~
£,

- however, would have liked to send their children to day care

h ]

centers. Only two.ff/the four respondent parents of four-year- N
. . 7

olds Stated'a preference for center care.
of 220 parents who provided usable responses, 125
parents (15 usinyg family day care by a relative, and 110 in non=- ;
relative care) current%} had theLr children in the care they wanted
(Table 5.32). These parents represented 52%. of the sagélé. All
- parents who used non-relative caregivers had the placements of
. their choice. Four percent of those parents preferring relative
~~am care were actual}y purchasing care from a non-relative. Of the 115

&>
parents who were not in the careQ of their choice, most (53%) pre=-

. - fezred center-based care for their chi}dren. Qn;y five of these é’
< were\currently,%&brelatige famiiy day care. The preference for'in-
%bmé care is also evident. ‘ : o
mf. Table 5.33 shows a stronger preference for center ~

care among Black parents than among Whites and Hispanics. The 36

Black respondEnts represent'61% of the total of 59 respondents

4||\
/\

preferring center-based care. In fact, of-101 parents indicating: . \

a preference for in-home care or center-based care, 47% were
* ‘f * -

o . . - 8 151 : )
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Black, comparga to 17% White and 14% Hispanic. It is apparent

3

that there was a greater tendency for Black respondents (61%)

. %

—~— to prefer other types of day care for their children"fhan was -
true for either White (36%) or Hispanic (48%) families.

) ‘Black families have traditionally emphasized
. e At

education for their children as a potent means of gainlng

. S
social mobility and family stability. As Billingsley (1968)

pointed %Ft, . ‘ ' ‘ o

Ask almost any Negro family head -
. what he (or she) wishes most for a
his family, and the response would *
be "a decent house in a decent ’
neighborhood.” Ask that same par- T
: ent what he wishes most for his -
Y ‘children, and the response would
be "a decent and effective educa-
tion." (pp. 181-82)

v

J More Black respondents perceived that center ‘ :
"-’_,0 ¥

care best met their requ}rements. Ruderman (1968) also found
that preferences for types of child care were highly correlated \ -

with ethnicity.' In this spuay, 65% of Black mothers expressed

(T\ ra preference for center-based éaréias opposed to 47% of White -

, mothers.. ) Y

4

5.8 ', Pangﬁtél Preference for Care by Relatives  _,

. ; , S
v - : )
Contrary to expectationg, only 12%'of the re-

A . spondents in the parent sample were using relative care. - How~"
-

ever, data from the caregivet component révealed'phat over half
the children in Black and Hispanic unregulated homes in Los . '

Angeles and San Antonio were related to théi:’&aregivefs. For

. B
) N -
¥

=

* »

.
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both ethnic:groups, the extended fami epresents a ggcessarQ
"and important support network ° According to Billingsley (1968{, ;
} roughly a quarter of all Black- families live in extended family
+ gituations. Further, Black childrearing techniques reflect an
.emphasis on the interconnectedness of ‘children with other family ‘
‘ membersiijAs the caregiver ‘data show, many of the relative care- |
. sgivers were grandmothers.who perceived themselves as simply
taking care of their grandchildrenu
‘ Table 5.34 indicates that 12% of .the parent sam-
ple used relative care; all but six families were in Los Angeles‘

- ‘ (32%) and San Antonio (54%). There was, for reasons not yet

¥

clear, a lack of relative care amongﬂPhiladelphia's unregulated

o~

Black caregivers. As expected, most relative care was unregu-
lated (78%) (Table 5. 35a) and was used by fewer White respondents'
(4%) than by Blacks (16%) and Hispanics (Z20%) (Tabl‘\ﬁ 35B).
Among relative caregivers there were 29 grandmothers and eight
aunts (Tables 5.36A apd 5.36B), L
The median age of children in relative care did

not vary appreciably when compared to non-relative care. No =
appreciable distinctions became apparent wh n the median agée of
the chilg~in care was examined by ethnicity and regulatory status.
Most parents in Philadelghia and San Antonio who used relative
providers.said theé chose the caregiver because of the familial \
bond (Tabie 5.37). T ~

’ Different questions were asked of Phase II re-

N
spondents and Phase III respondents to obtain an idea of the

\ .
o ‘ g g ) 5
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A , advantages of relative care. Parents in Philadelphia and San
\

Antonio responded to following Questioné:

b
"Are there any advantages to having a relative !

take care of your child?" N

"Are there any disadvantages to having a relative
take care of your chilg?”

Caregiver reliability was mentloned by ten respondents; eight
parents felt relative core met the child's emotional needs
’(Tﬂble 5.38). Parent/caregiver communication, hours of care,
and the aVallability of special services were each citedggy
requggents.‘ Only twogparents said that‘cost was an advantage

» of care'by a relative. Seventeen parents'cited additional advan-
tages. Pew parents (fdur)‘mentiongd disadvantages of relative.
care. Three felt that parent/caregiver communicatlon was more
difficult, and one parent felt that the caregiver was too per-
missive with the child. ' ~ / B -

I - % | ) The parent regpondents in Los Angeles wero'asked,

"Do you think it Ais harder or easier to
have a relative care for your child?"

Nine stated that relative care was easier, while one parent found *
- e A

it more difficult. , T

- &>
»

5.9 , Duration of Current Arrangement . . ) .-

2

- This'dhapter began with a discu#sion of the rea-

sons parents selected family day care and their caregivers. It

is appropriate to conclude with an understanding of parents' plans

to continue using their current arrangements.* Seventy percent
y X

* Data from Phase II and Phase III could not be aggregated.




and Hispanics.

&
@

—
>

of'the respondents in Los Angeles planned to continue their .
arrangements six months or more, 30% planned to terminate within
six months. Proportionately, fewer Black respondents there
planned to end their arrangements than did Whites or Hispanics
(Table 5.39a). ln Philadélphia and San Antonio, the majority of
parents (53%) planned to keep theircchildren wi;h‘éheir current.
providers for. more than one year (Table 5.40). No apparent di@>f~'
ferences emerge when regulaéory status or ethnicitz areaconsidered
(Table 5. 4l) Only 7% of the respondents would terminate because
of basrc dlssatisfactlon JTable 5. 42) and none of these were in
unregulated homes (Tahle 5.43).\O§§those parents who would ter-
minate in less than a year, 29%. said their«ch{ldren would trans-
fer to a d;y care certer. when they became old eng}gh (26%) or
when space became avallable (3%)

As expected, more Black parents (15) would ter*g
minate in order to send thelr chzldren to centers than Whites
(elght) or Hispanics (two). Twenty-four percent of the respon-
dents said their children would be ° gozng to. school, and 15%

indicated they would be changing res1dence. More White parents

gave these responses (793 and 52%, respectively) than did BlackS//

<

\ &
5.10 . éummarx
L Eighty-six percent of the sample needed child

care to remain in the labor force; about 10% required thosé ser-—

vices in order to be able to receive training or schooling.
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Somewhat fewer Blacks than Whites and Hispanics needed day care

e

in order toobe able to work: am&ng usegs of sponsor@é ?°;§§'
only 78% réggrted needing g;y care for this féason.
7 ﬁo one' reason prepénderatéd ‘among the seveﬂal
A offered for);he choice of ﬁgmily day care over some other type.
_ Some of the téasons given were parent-centeéed; cost, for ex-?
ampie,-was the main reason cited by 19% of the parents in
Philadelphia and San Antonio:'Plexibility in response to varied
work schedules was revealed as another significant parent-
- centered advantage of family.day care. Other reasons. were . .
chitd-centered; 18% Bf parents ifi Philadelphia and San Antonio, .
for example, dpparently believ;é—&bq} family day care would
ensure their child gpecial attention. Still other reasons were '
situational; for 39% of the parents in Los Angeles, no oéher
type of day care was available.
In selecging a particular caregiver, parents more @
often paid greater attention to the qualitiés of the caregiver—- .
- . the caregiver';ﬁpersonalitg‘;} experience or relation to the
parent, for example-fthan to any oéher consideration, such as
Y;\\ cost or locayion. Most respondents ;eporteé ysing a personal
source of information to locate their caregiver. Parents .agked
ciregivers few questions about themselves, concentrating upon

how the caregiver's philosophy and experience would be manifested’

s
in the day care program. Almost two-thirds of the parents se-

?
¥

lected their day care home without significaﬁi reseryations about

it; only a very few reported making serious compromises.

- g - 156
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More than half of the respondents reported using

a previous arrangement for their chxld, most of them another

family day care arrangement. Forty-three percent of the responr
dents in.Philedelphia and San Antonio who reported termxnating
previous arrangements had QOne =1o) beoause‘they had been dissat=

isfied. Other reasons, however, were-of considerable inportanpe.

.Many terminations wbuld result, for example, when the child in ~

care would grow old enough to move on ‘to a preferred type of "

care. Distinctly different patterns emerged when the’ respondents

[y

'were categorized by ethnicity and by the regulatory status of

the-home tﬂey used s
‘ Although all the parents in the study were users

of family day care, more than half of them had not been able

to place their child in tne type of care they would have pre-,

ferred. Family day care emerged as the preferred choice for chil-

dren{aged two and three. But for younger children, a sizeable

number of respondengs would have preferred in-home care, and

for children four and five §ears 0ld a majority of respondents ’

would have preferred a more structured group setting, such ‘as '

-

a day care center. - ~

} [} U
Only 10% of all respondents were using care by
a relative; although over half the children in Black and Hispanic
unregulated homes in Los Angeles and San Antonio were cared for

by relatives. Such care most often arose from the nature of -

'the family bond and reflected its qualities.
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‘The Unco study repofted a similarly strong connection

between use of family day care and employment. Among
households using care ten or more hours per week, 8§

of those using non-relative family day care were employed. N .

This percentage was the highest obgerved among all ‘types
of care reported (Vbl. I1, Tablé 6-3).

For both child care schedule and parent's.work schedule, °
Unco data revealed important differences among family ’
day care users, depending on whether or not the caregiver
was a relative. The child care schedule for users of
unrelated providers wAs similar to that of centers and
nursery schodls:.) car€ tended to be full day, weekdays
only, on a filxed dule. Conversely, users of relatives
had child care schedules similar to in-home users (Vol. II,
Table 6-7). Unpublished tabulations ghowed comparable
differences for the user's work schedule as well.

From among 31 possible selection factors, users of family
day care in the Unco study indicated that finding a reliable
and dependable caregiver was most important (Vok III,
Table 4-18).

\

About half of the family day care users in the Unco study had

used family day care—as their previous arrangement (Vol. III,"

Table 4-10).

In the Unco study, the most frequently cited reason for
discontinuing previous family day care was -the child be-
coming "too old"™ (Vol. III, Table 4-6). Other important
reasons included parent no longer working, provide: no

" longer available, and- users .moved elsewhere.

Respondents in the Unco study were about equally divided
in their opinion as to whether "day care centers should
accept infants" (Vol. EII, Table 3-75). Opinions did not

vary ‘strongly according to type used, includ@ing non-users. =

Of all users in the Unco study, 32% of unrelated family

day care users  and 27% of related family day care users
would have preferred switching their main method of care
(Vols III, Table 3-12). Users of relatives most frequently
cited a preference for nursery school or center care, .
while users of unrelated providers tended to prefer both
group types and "own home by non-relative™ as well (Vol, =II1I,




8.

3-47).

Unpublished tabulations of the Unco data showed that Blacks

and Hispanics used relatives more frequently than did
Whites. Hispanics were somewhat more likely to feel that

the "main advantage" for using relatives was that they

cost less (Vol. III, Table 3-46).

Almost- half of the users in the Unco study felt that reduced
cost was the main ‘advantage for using relatives. This
opinion‘was more strongly held by those actually using
relatives than by users of rfon-relatives (Vol. III, Table

-~
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/’I'able S.l: PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS USING DAY CARE

BECAUSE OF wonx
TOTAL SAMPLE *
N = 348
BTHANICITY | gponsored Regulated . Unregulated | TOTAL
White 94% 93% T 95% 94%
) (36) _ (54) (56) (148)
Black 64% 80% 89% 77%
. (44) (40) (37 (121)
Hispanie 87% 91% §9% 88%
(18) (29) 27 (74)
TOTAL 78% (98) 88% (123) .- 92% (120) |86% (341)
g;\. ) %
/.
¥ oS l 60




Table 5.2: MAIN REASONS PARENTS CHOSE FAMILY DAY CARE"
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

¥

N =227

MAIN REASONS
_ ~_7

Frequency

Percent

Not enough attention for child
ata cemer

Children under 2 not acdepted :
* by a center P

Pinandjal

Only available care was
family day care -

'

Convenience ,

Cost lower for family day care

Parent wanted child to learn to
get along with other children

Other

Child gets special attention
= in a home

Family day care home provides
good care

" Parent referred to caregiver

Social worker/agency chose
family day care

Parent liked perticular
¢aregiver

Center facﬂities were deﬁcient

’ No openings in center

Parent never considered
in-home care

" Children must be toflet trained
to attenda center

Center hours do not match
work hours

29

27
27

20
- 20
16

12
11

" 12

11

.
\ — .
—

13% ~

4
12%
12%

9%
9%
7%

5%

5%
5%

5%
4%

3%

3%
3%
2%

1%

1%

)




Table 5.3: MAIN REASONS POR SELECTION OF FAMILY DAY CARE

FROM AVAILABLE OPTIONS
LOS ANGELES

| / Z ! “

REASON

/
Frequency Percent

?arent-Centered

Cost
Location .
Hours
Other

~..

Child Centered -

. Age

Physical Needs
Social needs
Educational needs
Emotional needs
Other

23 ' 36%
(8) - (9%)

‘(5) . : (8%)
(4) - (6%)

Caregiver Characteristies

Relative

Friend of Parent
Experienced
Daily Program
Other

Situational Reason

No Other Choice
Available °
Other

TOTAL




Table 5.4: MAIN-REASON FOR SELECTING FAMILY DAY CARE

’ TOTAL'SAMPLE
. N = 201
MAIN REASON o Frequency . " Percent
_Parent-Centered . 89 L
Cost (49) ﬁ T (17%)
Convenience to parent : (32) . . (11%)
Other - _ ] {8) . (3%) -
Child-Gentered 80 . 21%
Age . ' m _ £2%)
Special attention (41) (14%)
. "Home provides good care . (11) (4%)

. Home meets childs'»physical, (15) (5%)
emotional, social and, - )
educational needs . )

Other (6). - (2%)
, | i ) a one
Situational v 80 , 27%
: xﬁroother choice available (31) g (11%)
o opening in center (5) - ) (29%)
Children must be toilet ' (2)- y (1%)
trained to attend center o N
Children under 2 not (27 : (9%)
A accepted by center B .
Center facilities deficient - ~ (6) (2%)
Social Work/Agency (8) - (3%)
Chose Caregiver g
Other R (1) - (%)
“ Care;giver Characteristics : 19 1%
Relative ' , \1(3 (1%)
Friend of parent . . : (1%)
Parent liked caregiver ° 8 ' (3%)
Caregiver experience (1) (*)
Daily program - & 0 (1%)
Other - ’ (3) : | - {19%)
Remaining Reasons Cited 23 8%
’ -~ . -
Parent referred to caregiver - » (9) ) (3%)
Parent never considered (3) . (19%)
In-home care T -
Other : (11) . = (4%)
- TOTAL o ' 201 . ' 100% o "
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Table 5.5 PARENTAL}ONSIDERATION ﬁ:o'rman 'I.'.YPES or CARE
AS A FUNCTION OF ETHNICITY
.- : ‘ TOTALQAMpﬁgﬁQ_, . B
e ) - LA '
- e &, . N = 339
B . .,'1;: - . - _n
Parentd] Consideration e
1o BTHNICITY |y No . |.- TOTAL
" White " | 87 48%) - 19(54%) | 146
(49%) (39%) (43%) °
Dy N o ' B
. ‘Black ] 39(34%) | g “MYE6%) : 113 -
- (28%) - (3"1%) ‘ (3326)
’ . ‘ ’, .
. . Hispanfe 32 (40%) .48 (60%) | 80
e (23%) - (28%)> | . (24%)
Co .- 'TOTAL s | 138 (41%) . 201 (59%) 339 J
\ _
N Y . s
% , P
‘ ~ ' 9 ‘
P % , “
[ -~ %
o F ~ .
s &
/ - 1 2
\ SRS O




. ’I‘able 5.6¢ PARENTAL CONSIDERATION OF OTHER'TY PES
\ OF CARE BY ZDUCATION

o ' TOTAL SAMPLE -
Lo -
= o ! o . ’ N = 347
4 ] o8
N Parental Consideration -
-~ . FEDUCATON Yes, | No TOTAL
' ’ )
High Sechool - . 84 (38%) : 106 (62%) | . 170
or Less (45%) 2 (52%) . ( 49%)
v, 2 . . ! -
. SomeCollege | +.78 (44%) 99 (56%) 177
or More . (55%) (48%) (51%)
TOTAL d 142 (41%) " 205 (59%) 347
v
; t ‘ \ \.‘/'\
‘, _ L ] Y
N )
~ \
E ‘ ’ >
. /
- b "
~,
B / )
(a4 - \
. i \'
v
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Table 5.7A: PARENTAL WOR% SCHEDULE

TOTAL SAMPLE

: N =311
WORK ‘SOHEDULE | “erequency _——
R ~ -

* 'Variable © 28 8
Rotating 9 3
Morning Only - « 7 2.
Evening or Night ® 6 2
TOTAL ° ‘ 311 100

%
" o




>

Table 5.7B: PARENT WORK SCHEDULE AS A FUNCTION OF ETHNICITY

' TOTAL SAMPLE
'N=306
* WORK SCHEDULE . - ETRNICITY
' White Black _Hispanie | TOTAL
All Day 110 (43%) 77 (30%) 88 (27%) | 255
(19%) (85%) (39%) (83%)
Variable 2 18 (69%) 4(15%) 4 (15%) 26
. (13%) (4%) (5%) (8%)
® © Botating o 3(33%) .| 3(33%) 3(33%) | 9
- (T9%) (3%) (4%) (3%)
. Morning : o4 (57%) 3 (43%) 0 T .
o . (3%) (3%) (2%) "
Evening or Night " 2(33%) ' 3(50%) 1 (17%) 6 o
e (1%) (3%) (1%) (2%)
Other ' . 2(68%) | 1(33%) 0 3
(1%) (1%) . (1%)
4 ’ . - ) P *
TOTAL 139 (45%) 91 (28%) 76 (35%) | 306

i\
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Table 5.8: PARENTAL\QWORK SCHEDULE BY
TYPE OF FAMILY DAY CARE HOME

TOTAL SAMPLE
N = 308
\‘ ¥
WORK \ TYPE OF HOME"
'SCHEDULE -
Sponsored Regulated Unregulated | TOTAL
All Day 65 (25%) 100 (39%) 91 (36%) {256 (36%)
(84%) @5%) |- (80%)
Variabla 5 (19%) 10 (38%) 11 (42%) 26
(6%) (9%) , {10%) (8%)
Rotating 3 (33%) 2(22%) | 44%) | .9
(4%) 2%) | (4%) (3%)
Morning Day 2 1(14%) 3 (43%) 3 (43%) 7
. L (1%) (3%) (3%) (2%)
Evening or Night 3 (50%) 1 (17%) 2 (33%) 6
(4%) (1%) ’ (2%) (2%)
Other 0 | 1(25%) 3 (75%) 4
" (1%) (3%) (1%)
TOTAL 77 (25%) 117 (38%) 114 (37%) | 308

168




A )

) é
Table §5.9: REASONS FOR SELECTION OF CURRENT CAREGIVER

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =196
MAIN REASON Frequency Percerlxt
Caregiver personality 38 " 19%
Convenient location. 30 15%
Referred by other persons 24 12%
(other than agency) .
Caregiver a relative o2 . 11% -
Caregiver wasonly 16 : 8% o
Caregiver teaching skill ‘ 15 ‘ N 8%
Caregiver experience 13 . 7%
Caregiver a friend 13 . 7%
or neighbor . ’ :
Other
' Good facility
B.éferred by agency
Flexible hours >
Low m'.myber of children i
Presence of other children’
related to child
TOTAL
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Table 5.10: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECTING CURRENT CAREGIVER

LOS ANGELES
o
N=10%
MAIN REASON Frequency Percent
' Caregiver-Centered & . 1% N
Caregiver's a relative (10) (109)
Caregiver's a friend (8) . (8%)
- Caregiver's personality (13) (12%)
. Caregiver's experience (8 (8%)
Caregiver's program (2) N (2%) P
Other caregiver- (25) y (24%)
related reascns
Parent-Centered ( . 23 22%
Cost L Q) (3%)
‘\ ‘ Location ) (8%)
. Flexibility (1) (1%)
No cthet preference (2) (3%)
- Other parent- () (%)
cantered reasons
Situational 15 u%
Ho other choice availabls © (6%)
Other situational reasons (9; (9%)
Child-Centered 3 3% .
Child's emoticnal needs (1) (1%)
Other child-centered 2 (2%)
reasons
" ToTAL » 108 ) 100%
TN
A .
\-'" -




Table 5.11: MAIN REASON POR SELECTING CURRENT CAREGIVER'
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =196

v
MAIN REASON Frequency _ Percent . y
Caregiver-Centered 134 65%
Caregiver's personality .(38) (18%)
Caregiver was referred by (34) (17%)
other persons (excluding
agency) ’
Caregiver's a relative (21) (10%)
Caregiver's teaching skill (15) (7%)
Caregiver's experience (13) (6%) *
Caregiver's a friend or (13) (6%)
neighbor
Parent-Centered 33 S e
Convenient bcatié‘{x ’ (30) (15%)
Flexible hours \ (3) (1%)
\
Situational \'—\‘ 25 129
Caregiver was only (16) (896)‘
Good facility (8) (8%)
Referred by agency (3) (1%)
‘ ,
Child-Centered ; ? 2%
1% number of children (2) . (1%) |
Presence of other (2) > (1%) | -
Other 5
i
TOTAL \ 198 100%
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Teble 5.12: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECTING CURRENT CAREGIVER

TOTAL SAMPLE
iy ‘ Nsll , -
( s
- . MAIN REASON Proquency Persent
CaregiverCantersd 10 “x . )
Caregivar's peraonality (s1) %)
Caregivers a relative (31) (10%) \ .
Caregiver refarred by othee |- (34) ‘ ww) ' i
mmm & agency | ]
- Caregivers experioncs n) (7%) )
) mﬂ afrindor | a9 (%)
_ Caregiver's taaching skills as) 5% )
Caregiver’s program in @) ) %)
Other (28 (%)
- ‘
Perent-Centered s 1%
Convenient Locatkn (39) 12%)
. Plexible hours W %)
. . Cost (O] %)
No other prefecencs @ u%)
Other ® (3%)
Situational . © 13%
¢ Caregtrer cnty cholce ) (%)
Good tadflity ® a%)
N Referred by an agency ¢ ) (1%)
Other @ (3%)
Cniid-Centered T ™
Low number of children @ ? a%)
Presecce of othes chlldren [ () B .
- Chil's emotional needs w "o
- Oter ) @ as)
' . )
I 3 . Ottar . (3%) ‘
TOTAL ' m 100%
*Less then 1%
- . .
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Table 5.13: INFORMATION SOURCES FOR FINDING CHILD CARE

. N . LOS ANGELES ‘ ~
CHILD : PARENTAL USE OF SOURCES
INFORMATION SOURC {

® g
. ' é . Current Arrangement Future Arrangment
' Frequency |  Percent Frequency | Percent
Priend or Neighbor 31 30% 21 - 21%
Relative 15 14% 6 6%
P
~ ié.eferral 21 20% 17 17%
Advertisement | -7 7% 11 11%
Sponsor ' 7 7% 15 | 15%
Licensing Agency 1 1% 5 5%
Welfare Agency 2 2% 1 1%
Word of Mouth 6 6% 8 8%
Parent in FDC 0o - 0% 2 2%
Other 13 13% 12 12960
TOTAL 103 (98%) |98 (93%)

)
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Table 5.14: SOURCES FOR LOGATING CAREGIVER*

. ° PHILADELPHIA AND S‘QN ANTONIO
! S : " N=243
PARENTAL USE OF SOURCES
SOURCES . . .
~ . Current Arrangement Future Arrangement
Frequency | Percent Frequency Percent .
; Advertisement by . .
caregiver 26 11% 66 27%
- Advertisement by ) .
’ respondent 9 4% 28 12%
Friend or Neighbor 79 32% - 89 37%
Relative ‘ 31 13% 25 10%
Caregiver is a relative | 14 .| e% 11 5%
Caregiver is a friend
or neighbor © . 26 11% 16 7%
Sponsoring agency 39 18% 8 16%
Information and
referral agency - 14 .1 8% 28 12%-
_Licensing Ageéncy 8 2% ' 15 8%
Registering Ageney [ 0 €% 12 5%
Welfare Agency 15 6% 22 9%
Parent of children in ‘ : : C
_ family day eare home 8 - [ 3% ' 11 5%
-~ Informal meeting with )
. caregiver 7 3% 10 , 4%
J - x
Other ) 15 8% 9 - 16% °

i

* Numbers may total greater than study N of 243 because multiple
responses were permitted.

Q 174 P
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Table 5.15: INFORMATION PARENTS ASKED CAREGIVERS
\PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243
INFORMATION
_SOUGHT BY PARENTS Frequency Percent
.
Spoke to social worker a \ 33% ‘ 2
about caregiver
Experience 44 18%
Child rearing philosophy 25 - 10%
Family members 22 9%
Health 14 8%
Training 8 %
Reliabjlity 8 3%
Caregiver's personality ' 7 | - 3% "
Age ‘ : 5 2%
Education 4 2%
Ethnieity 2 1%
Community ties 2 1%
TOTAL NUMBER OF 222 "
RESPONSES

*Multiple responses were accepted; therefore, the total is not 100%.

&
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Table 5.16: INFORMATION PROVIDED TO PARENTS BY CAREGIVERS
CONCERNING THEMSELVES BEFORE THE CAREGIVING ARRANGEMENT

PHIL:}DELPHIA AND.SAN ANTONIO o .
. ) | N =243
INFORMATION -+ o !
GIVEN BY CAREGIVER ‘ Prequency |  Percent
Expe'rience 78 32% ) .
Family members . 67 : 28%
, Child rearing philosopf?y ‘ 23 9%
Health - 13 5%
‘ Caregiver's personality - 13 5%
* Training . 1 4%,
' Age L 0| e SRR
Education L 496 ‘.‘.':. % B
g _Reliability X RN AR I 3% SRR TR .,
’ _ Community ties ) B Y ) 396 Ag . . v
Ethnieity - | 3. 1% LY
Smoking habits | - 1 ' SN
Social worker acted =5 ' 4% R
asin"cermediary' . . o
* Other - ‘ 8 % .
'. TOTAL NUMBER OF 348
- RESPONSES .
~ |
a , 'Multiplg‘respons__es were accepted; therefore, the total is not 100% L -
*sLess than 1% - .
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Table 5.17: INFORMATION PARENTS ASKED OF CAREGIVER CONCERNING THE FAMILY
- DAY CARE SERVICES PROVIDED IN THE HOME

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO N

N ’ | o N'=243%
BY mm SOUGﬂ' B Frequency Percent f“i .
Nutrition - 84 35% |
+ " Hours of care. 60 ) 25% - .
Child Schedule 49 Q 20%
Cost/payment ' 4.5 ] 19%
' Groupﬂ_'size/ ) ] } ' ] , L)
age mix . ’ 44 18% .
Recreation play . 34 - 14%  ~ 3
Supervision . 28 2%
) Toilet training . a3 9% .
- Health 4 AN T 8% -‘.
-  Facilities | - 17 7% w
R . Special services ‘ - 16 . 7-969.
fiducation \ 13 | 5% .
Regulation g o =
""’Careg}ver experience 8 ..396 . s
Safety 6 2%
- Socialization -5 2%
 Transgortation : 3 1% S ’
Spoke to social worker ; 38 16% - :
Other -~ . N g . - . 4%
~ | LT
TOTAL NUMBER Q_i? 509
RESPONSES - ‘ 17

*Multiple responses were accepted; therefore, the total is not '100%.
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‘Multiple resﬁihses were accepte&~ therefqg_e, th&\total is 1 npt 100%.
- f ) [y

tib

. e Table 5.18: INFORMATION PROVIDED _  *
. ) TO PARENTS BY CAREGIVERS
CONCERNING THE FPAMILY DAY CARE SERVICES IN THE HOME
& 4; _ - PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
Vs . LN
=T T . N = 243+
o - mm&Anon . .
. GIVEN BY CAREGIVERS Frequency Percent .
- Nugition ¢ . - 129 Jt s3%
| .
Recreation/play . 61 25%
| - .
R - Hours of care S 69" 25% .
Child Schedule ~ 5l 1%
- /payment 51 7 ) 21%
& ' .
. Grou) size . 3T - . ~15%
. ® Supervision : 32 - 13% L
o \ - .
< Specw.l servzces . . 30 12%
- Toﬂet’%rammg "6 -7 11%, °
" . Pacilities o Co2a . | 10%
. ", R “. Edilcation ' I‘ " 2'3 . . ’ 9% >\
' Health 14 6%.
. o Regulation S 12, AT *
. / ' .
“> Soeial@zatipn “11 5% -
’ . ".Safe ' 0, . 4%
S Tragsportation 10, T 4% .
- of N o tL ' ’ '
VoS Spoke to social worker 35};_ . “14%
YE . N L ~
N Other - ' 19 . 4 8%
* . " * .
‘ ~Na P MR \
] - * " . ' . ° * ", o BN
;' . _TOTAL NUMBEROF ¢ 726 |
B RESPONSFS f ' * N ' 2
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' Table 5.19: TRADE-OFFS IN DECISIONS ABOUT CAREGIVER

C LOS ANGELES

" N =105

Percent

" Didn't like,location-
Transportation pm'blé;n.
Inconvenient hm:rs
Activities different
Parent d‘idx;'t like sitter

Parent didn't like
tacility (hon;e)‘

" Sitter unreliable

R ' N Frequency -
g -
No trde-offs made 64 61%
-4 i .
Too expensive 4 - 4%

3%

- 5% - -

1% . ,.‘
1% -
1%

1%
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Table 5.30: ABPECTS OF THE BOME PARENTS DID NOT LIKE AT THE TXMB OF ARHANGEMENT
Los ANGBLBS

TYPE OF HOME ﬁz%u{zs (VERBATIM)

-

Sponsored ¥

# . "Bitter couldn't (wouldn't?) 4ake child to Head Start
every day." ~,

.

"There weee no children of the Target Child's age group -
i available at the caregiver's for child to interact with.".

"l was uncomfortable with her.” N ' .

‘ "~ "Caregiver's child was very rough and aggressive . .
. and my child was nat.,"

4 . \ "Caregiver smoicel." !
jor”
"Didn't like the fact that sitter had a dog."

PO, - FO G — - R PR PR et wta— = -

. . "Lack of cleanliness." !
Regulated , Peeds child junk@bods:er
‘ *Didn't like her personality. Her personality was

different. She seemed to be too different but later
we changed our opinion after we got to know hee,"

"She had a large dog." !
b Thaby sitter not keeping close watch of " .
"Peta: 2 cats, J dogs. Kept pets hﬁide."
,. . "Shemvergnvemeac!mmetom&hee e put . e o -

the baby
"Caregiver had a dog."

Unregulated "That one wasn't very educated and I felt my child o
\ . would not learn very much.” \ o
- "carirgtmcttmchﬂdrm!‘

"Absent-minded babysitter."

"Her (sitter's - home
ti‘om%mk&mgem siying bome

*x.

' "Bltteg_xu pregmnt; question of reuabmty "o
'(.dttaz)qets upsetlflam late ln the evening." .=

<" » "Growdod l'qpehon...nvtng ‘ih two families,”

- k] "'-i'\ , L ;“q F R 1
r e - . . ‘
. .
-

.

*
¥ . ‘s way

[ - v
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- Table 5.21. USE OF PRIOR DAY CARE ARRANGEMENTS ;!
_ BY REGULATORY STATUS ° :
| ‘ TOTAL SAMPLE ‘ :
N e N =345
REGULATORY STATUS
USED Sponsored -| Regulated | Unregulated | TOTAL
YES 85 (34%) 89 (37%) 55 (29%) .| 189
: (64%) (55%) (47%) (55%).
NO ° 36 (2390 57 (37%) 83 (40%) |- 156
(36%) © (45%)  (53%) (45%)
TOTAL 101 (29%) |~ 126 (37%) 118 (34%) 345 4
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Table 5.22: USE OF PRIOR DAY QAi?.B ARRANGEMENTS )

. BY ETHNICITY -
TOTAL SAMPLE ¢ ,
) ’ : N = 337
/ ETHNICITY.
o USED ‘ ' White Black * . | Hispanie . TOTAL
YES . N 8s (46%) a1(22%) |  s7(31%) | 183
. . (59%) 36%) (71%) (54%)
NO . 59(38%) 72 (47%) | . 23 (15%) 154
‘ (41%) (64%) - - (29%) - (46%)
- ?1‘
TOTAL. b 14a@s® | 113(33%) 80 (24%) | 337
é 1
, | . -
| /
/- Ay
f\_.ée// )
. o \ E !
S \ L (1. ) '
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Table 8.23: LAST CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT

BY ETHNICITY
" TOTAL SAMPLE ' ,
' N =185
s}nmous ARRANGEMENT
ETHNICITY N Pamily Day In Home, : )
, Care Care Qther TOTAL
White 59 (70%) 15 (18%) 10 (12%) | 84 /
(50%) .  (36%) (45%) | (46%) L
Black .\, 30 (73%) 8 (15%) 5(12%) | 41§
) (25%) (14%) (23%) (23%) -
Hispanic 29(51%) « 21 (37%) 7 (12%) L
(25%) ((50%) - |, (32%) | (31%) ]
A )& ’\f~~—-f~\;_,. ]
TOTAL 118(64%) ‘| 42(23%) 22 (12%)1 | 182
N ) S .




TOTAL SAMPLE

Table'5:24: LAST CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENT
BY REGULATORY STATUS - .

. REGULATORY
* " STATES

/

/

”

PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENT
L }‘
Family Day In Home
Care Care Other TOTAL
41(63%) | 18 (28%) 8 (9%) 85
(34%) " (38%) - (27%) | (34%)

(37%) -

35 (64%)

(30%)

P

-,

14 (20%)
(30%)

15 (27%) —-
(32%) _

11 (16%) 70
(50%) (37%)

- 5(8%) 55

 (23%) (30%)

N

121 (g4%)

- 47 (25%) )

22 (129 ] 190

S *

T RIC 4

p s i//é ,x/}’f?%- 4




-

e Table 5.25: MAIN REASONS FOR TERMINATION
OF LAST PRIOR ARRANGEMENT '

PHILADEL AND SAN gTONIO
Y N =126

REASON % Frequency ' Percent
' Caregiver stopped caring - , 33 ' 26%
for children : .
o Parents' needs changed f % S 18%
\  Child not properly 15 12%
cared for , ' \
___ Caregiver unreliable 12 . 10% ‘
- T e k’;/ o ] ;
Child unhappy, did - 6 5% ,
not like home k T
B Disagreement with ' | 5 4%
caregivér ,/"i
; - /
Caregiver inflexible 5 4% /b
on hours .- - -
Pee went up 5 T o4%
Parent stopped working, e~ . 3% ,
- returned home "
. t . “
Too many children in home "3 2% p
“" Caregiver did not communicat? 2 : 2%
‘ . ., enough with parent : C T,
. . Parent completed school, . 2 ol 2% . )
. returned horhe" .
- . . R 4
. Other * "/ S B U 8 ¢
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Table 5.26: DURATION OF PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENT BY REGULATORY STATUS

¥

LOS ANGELES
DURATION . Sponsored | Regulated | Unregulated | TOTAL
0 - 3 months 11 (48%) "9 (39%) 3 (13%) 23
' | (44%) (47%) - (18%) (38%)
3 - 6 months 4(31%) .| 7(54%) 2 (15%) 13
: — (16%) (37%) (12%) (21%)
8 - 9 months 2 (20%) 1 (10%) 7 (70%) 10
, " (8%) (5%) 41%) | (16%)
9 - 12 months : 1 (33%) 0 (0%) “o61%) |- 3
‘ (4%) (0%) (12%) + (5%)
lyear. .| 1(100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1
(4%) 0% | 0% | @%
" More thari 1 year 6(55%) | 2 (18%) 3 (27%) 11
. T . (24%) (11%) . (18%)° (18%)
TOTAL 25 (41%) 19 (31%) 17(28%) - | 61
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Table 5.27: DURATION OF PREVIOUS ARRANGEMENT BY ETHNICITY

o

. LOS ANGELES
DURATION White Black Hispenic | TOTAL
0 -3 mon ’ 9 (41%) 4 (18%) o41%) | 22
/, '7 : ) (36%) (31%) (43%) (37%)
3 - 8 'months 5 (38%) 3 (23%) (38%) | 13
(20%) (23%) d24%) | (22%)
6 - 9 months 6 (67%) 1-(11%) 2 (22%) 9 -
(24%) (8%) (10%) (15%)
9 - 12 months 2(67%) |, 0(0%) 1 (33%) 3
: ' (8%) (0%) (5%) (5%)
1 year 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(100%) | 1
. (0%) (0%) (%) L (2%)
More than 1 year 3 (27%) '5 (45%) © 3(27%) 11
. (12%) (38%) (14%) (19%)
Iy ; ' |
TOTAL 25 (42%) 13 (22%) 21 (36%) 5§ -
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Table 5.28; PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE FOR CHILDREN OF VARIOUS AGES* °
LOS ANGELES

L

-

AGE OF CHILD

PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE

In-home | Family Da Center | Head Start | Nursery | Part Day Other TOTAL
Care Care - Care School Program
Less than 2 years | 39(38%) | 60 (58%) 2 (2%) 1(1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 104
2years | 22(22%) | 64(83%) | 9(o%) 1(1%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 102
3years 5(5%) | 38(36%) - |19(18%) | 9(9%) | 24(28%) | 4(4%) 5 (5%) 104
4 years 2 (2%) 14 (14%) 9 (9%) 24 (23%) | 36 (35%) 9 (9%) 9 (9%) 103
5 years 0 (0%) 9 (9%) 6 (6%) @ (12%) 9 (9%) 7 (7%) 60 (58%) 104 *
%

%

* Each row represents a discrete question. Hence, row totals are < 105, the N for Phase II.
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Table §.29: PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE FdR CHILDREN OF VARIOUS AGES*

-

LY

G

_PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO |

. PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE
AGE OF CHILD : In-home In-home Pamily Family TOTAL
-None Care by Care by : Day Care Day Care | . .
Relative Non-Rela- | Center by Rela~ | By Non-
' tive Care tive Relative
Less than 1 yr. 1 (-%) 166 (70%) | 19.(8%)* | 3 (19%) 20 (8%) 29 (12%) | 238
1 year . 0(0%) 120 (50%) | 28 (12%) 15 (6%) 26 (11%) | 49 (21%) 238
A .
2 years 0 (0%) 49 (21%) 15°(6%) 52 (2296) 35 (15%) 85 (36%) 6
3 years 4(2%) 22 (9%) 12 (5%) 110 (46%) | 19 (8%) 71 (30%) 238
4 years 4 (2%) 13 (5%) \ | 8(3%) 162 (64%) | 11(5%) | *50 (21%) | +238
§ years - 2(1%) 13 (6%) - \1\(5}%) 156 (66%) | 7(3%) 46 (20%) | 236 .
, ' o .

LY

*Each row represents a discrete qu”ea‘e’cion'.T Hence, row totals are <

243, the N for Phase HI.




Table 5.30: AGE OF TARGET CHILD BY PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE’
. J/

LOS ANGELES
. .
' PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE - (
" AGE OF TARGET| In-home | Family Center Head Starf | Nursery Part Day aher
CHIL¥  Care '| Day Care | Care | School” | Program
Less than 1year' | 4(20%) ' | 15(15%) | 0@% | o@® | 0% 0 (0%) 16%) .
’ S| @o%) - | (36%) (0%) (0%) - (0%) (0%) (12%)
. 2 years 5(17%) | 19(66%) | 2(7%) - | 0(0%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 1(3%)
- (50%) (45%) (40%) (0%) (22%) (0%) (12%)
3 years 1 (5%) 8 (42%) | 2(11%) 1(5%) 5 (26%) 1(5%) 1(5%)
(10%) (19%) (40%) p (14%) + (56%) (50%) - -] (12%)
4 years- 0(0%) 0 (0%) 114%) | 3(43%) |[2@0%) | 104%) | 0(0%)
(0%) (0%) (20%)° (43%) (22%) . (50%) (0%)
" 5 years 0 (0%) 0% | 0(0% 3(38%) | 0 (0%) 0% | 5(62%)
(0%) (0%) & (0%) (43%) (0%) (0%) (62%)
TOTAL 10 (12%) | 42(51%) | 5(6%) 7.8%) 9 (11%) 2 (2%) 8 (10%)
. .. U

*Because of the wording of the preference question, those pargnts with ciuldren in care

L

under 1 year old and over 5, were removed in cross-tabulation.

{
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‘ Table 5.31: AGE OF TARGET CHILD BY PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO. '
* PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE )
, - , In-home _ FDC TOTAL
AGE OF TARGET In-home | Care by FDC * Care by
CHILD ‘None Care by Non- | Center | .Careby | Non-
’ Relative Relative Care . Relative Relative
| / ‘ -
Less than 1 year ~0%) 1(100%)°| «0%) S0%r | . 40%) 9 <0%) 1. .
(0%) (3%) (0%) | (0%) . (0%) (0%) (1%)
1 year <0%) 21 (38%) | 6(11%) | 5(9%) 9'(16%) | .14(25%) | 55 ,
' (0%) (54%) (43%) (12%) . (41%) (21%) -(29%) -
2 years ~0%) 1109% | 26% | 16@8%) | 8(14%) 21 (36%) | 58
\ (0%) 28%) | (14%) (37%) (36%) (31%) (31%)
3 years " {0%) 5(13%) | 2% | 1% | 4% | 16(2%) | 38
- . (0%) 13%) | (14%) (26%) (18%). (24%) (20%) -
4 years 2 (6%) 1(3%) 43%) | 9(20% | 1(3%) 14 (45%) | 31
(67%) (3%) (29%) (21%) 6%, - | @% | -(16%)
5 years £0%) {0%) {0%) 2(50%) | <0%) 2(50%) | 4
4 (0%) ©%) | (0%) (5%) (0%) B%) | 2% .
" More than 5 years 1 (100%) |  (0%) H0%) | 0% +0%) (0%) - 1.
* (33%) (0%) (0%) (0%) . (0%) | (0%) - "(1%) .
‘\ ‘ !
TOTAL 3 (2%) 3921%) | 140% | 43@% | 2202% | 67(6% | ‘188 .-
N Pl % 2 R ) . . ¥
' 190 .

)
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Table 5.32: PRBFSBRBD"I‘YPE OF CARE COMPARED TO ACTUAL TYPE
OF CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS ’

1

PHILADELPHIA AND S8AN ANTONIO :

rf

> N = 240
. « - 7 ‘ , - ~
ACTUAL SPONSORED REGULATED UNREGULATED TOTAL
: FDC FDC NON- | FDC FDC NON-| FDC FDC NON-| FDC ,,  FDC NON-
PREFERRED RELATIVE { RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE| RELATIVE | RELATIVE, RELATIVE * RELATIVE
In-home care S ) : . Co-
by relative 0 - 5 (24%) 0 8 (38%) 7(100%) | &(38%) | 7 )
. (0%) (8%) (0%) (10%) | (30%) (12%) (25%) (1?\ ‘
. In-home care * ' ‘ & , ' : : ’ .
by non-relative 0 2 (13%). 1(100%) 4| 8 (50%) 0 . 6 (38%) 1 16
, (0%) (3%) (25%) (10%) (0%) D (9%) (4%) (8%)
Center-based - ‘ ‘
care 0 25 (45%)° | 1(20%) 20 (36%) 4 (80%) 11 (20%) 5 56 \
, (0%) (38%) (25%) (24%) @7%) (17%) (18%) (26%)
Pamily day care = . ~ \ «
. by relative 1(7%) 1(11%) 2.(13% 4 (44%) 2 (80% £(44%) 15 g
(100%) (2%) (50%) (5%) ° 52%) (6%) (54%) (4% » -
r
Pamily day care . -
by non-relative " 0 2(20%)" |0 0 5 (32% 0 110
: (0%) . |\48%) (0%) (0%) 55%) . (0%) -(52%)
; : - { - ! :
. PTOTAL 1% 65 (31%) | 4(14%) | 83(39%) | 23 (82%) ‘64 (30%) |, 28 212
‘ : (31%) (14%) (39%) (82%) (30%) 4
1* Less than 1% | ) > S
. R (
O = "Cells in which parents were using their preferred choice. ! 197
. 2 : Je
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Table 5.33; PREFERRED TYPE OF CARE COMPARED TO ACTUAL TYPE OF CARE '
: BY ETHNICITY '

PHILADELPHIA 'AND SAN ANTONIO

A}

-~

3

‘ N =232
ACTUAL White  Black - -/ Hispanic . .TOTAL
_ ' ' FDC . | FDC NOR=| FDC | FDC NON- | FDC - | FDCNON- | FDC . | FDC NON-
PREFERRED RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE | RELATIVE

_ In-home care by’ _ ' N _ : :
relative 1 (14%) 9 (45%) | 3 (43%) 6 (30%) 3 (43%) 5(25%) . |17 20 .

. - (20%) (9%) . (23%) (9%) (33%) | (14%) (26%) (10%)
In-homme care by - ~ ' oy 4 / . - .
non-relative ) 0 (0%) 7 (50%) 0 (0%) 2 (14%) 1(100%) |5(36%) |1 14

: 4(0%) | (1%) (0%) (3%) (11%) (14%) (4%) (%) ,
Center-based ' ‘ . . . .
care’ ¥ (20%) 16 (30%) | 4 (80%) 32 (59%) 1 0(0%) 6 (11%) 5 54
(20%) (18%) (31%) (46%) (0%) | (16%) . | (19%) (28%)
. - . : ' / *

* Pamily day care , -
by relative 3(21% 3(33%)  [[6(43%)- | 4(44%) 5 (36% 2 (22%) 14 9
: 1 \(60%) (3%) 46%) (6%) 56) (5%) (52%) (4%).
_?;muy day care . ] ' . .

y non-relative 0 (0%) 10(0%)  *[({26(24% 0 19 (18 0 _ 108
— (0%) - " (0%) 7%) (0%) 1%) (0%) (53%)
TOTAL < 5 (19%) 98 (48%) | 13 (48%) 170 (34%)' 9 (33%) . | 37.(18%) | 27. . 205
‘ . » '
- ) ~ » ‘\ -~
. ! . 8 \
O: Cells in which parents were using their preferred choice. o’ N 1 q9-~
? 1938 L
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Table 5.34: RELATIVE CARE BY SITE

N =345

14 1 y
SITE '
. PARENT -
- RELATIONSHIP ‘ ,
TO CAREGIVER Los Phila- San .
- Angeles’ | delphia ‘Antonio TOTAL
7 — / . -
Non-Relative 92 (30%) 113.(37%) | 99 (32%) 304
' "(88%) (95%) (82%) (88%)
Relative 13 (32%) 6 (15%) 22 (54%) 41 ' .
(12%) (5%) (18%) (12%)
\ . . . >
_ *
TOTAL 105 (30%)’ | 119 (34%) | 121(35%) |- 345 ~ .
- " - ‘
1 -
1 3
[ 4
k¢
)
v ( )
) ~
» .
s 200 P




* Table 5,35A: RELATIVE CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS

b

TOTAL'SAMPLE
N=337
PARENT REGULATORY STATUS . ‘
RELATIONSHIP —— : -
TO CAREGIVER Sponsored |. Regulated |. Unregulated |- TOTAL
\ - 3
_Non-Relative - 96 (32%) | .116 (39%) | 85 (29%) 297
| ‘ (96%) (98%) | (73%) (88%)
Relative 4 (10%) 5 (12%) 31 (78%) 0 .
: (4%) 4% | (@7% (12%)
T /
_ TOTAL 100 (30%) | 121 (36%) | 116 (34%) | 337 °
_ .
\ w % H
Table 5.35B: RELATIVE CARE BY ETHNICITY
’ TOTAL SAMPLE s
N = 337
PARENT ETHNICITY
RELATIONSHIP . : ~ —— g
TO CAREGIVER White Black Hispanie TOTAL
Non-Relative: 139 (47%) | 93 (31%) | 65 (22%) 297
' (96%) (84%) (80%) (889%}
Relative 8 (15%) 18 (45%) | 18 (40%) " 40 "
. (4%) (16%) (20%) (12%)
Id \ v ‘
TOTAL . \ 145 43%) | 111 (33%) | 81 (24%) 337
- {




Table 5.36A: RELATIVE CARE BY RELATIONSHIP

TQ CHILD BY ETHNICITY,
TOTAL SAMPLE
s ' ¢ N= 40 ‘4’
- (- o .-
- RELATIONSHIP White Black Wlispanie TOTAL -
< \ .
- . _ ‘
Gi'aﬁah\%t‘hero r ' ﬂ; . -
Grandfather 2(7%) 15 (52%) | 12 (41%).' 29
| (33%) (88%) (711%) (72%)
; _ . .
Aunt or Uncle 3 (43%) 1(14%) 3 (43%) 7
(50%) (6%) (18%) (18%)
Other 5 1(25%) 1 (25%) 2(50%) . | .4 b)
Ve (6%) | (12%) - (10%)
: — = =
TOTAL 6(15%). | 17(42%) | * 17 (42%) 40
; Table 5.36Bf RELATIVE CARE BY RELATIONSHIP
: ~_TO CHILD BY REGULATORY STATUS
i A . b '
. TOTAL SAM?LE N =4l
', RELATIONSHIP - Sponsored | Regulated | Unregulated | TOTAL
- . Grgndmothér or
Grandfather 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 27 (93%) 29
(0%) (40%) (84%) - (71%)
Aunt or Uncle 1(12%) 3 (33%) 4 (50%) 8
-. (25%) (60%) (13%) (19%)
Other. 3(15%) |, 0(0%) 1 (25%) i
(75%) (0%) (3%) (10%)
TOTAL ‘ C400%)  |'5(2%) | 32 (18%) 1ES
— —
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Table 5.37: MAIN REASONS FOR SELECTING ‘PARTICULAR CAREGIVER
- 'FOR PARENTS USING RELATIVE CARE BY ETHNICITY - -
' ) .(PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONHO
. ' / .
) '5\ M \ L
¢ ‘ - N= 31
) . ' ' .' . . I .
MAIN ﬁ/EASONS ;. mesg' ‘Black Hispanic . TOTAL
’ K S . X
Car ver's skill in - : : )
tebighing children - - 3, |
Caregiver's. personality - g Co N /
\ . . ‘ ' \ :
‘Caregiver's experiente . - 1 - 1 t
" . 7 E
Referred by an agency ‘- - - (/“’fd ‘ _ ]
. . \ //
Referred by Gther persons - ‘ ! .
(not an agency) - - - N R B .
Good facilities - o - - - -
Caregiver hours flexible -y - - i -
Location convenient 1 1 - o2 .
Low number of children - = SR S R S
Caregiver friend - - o '
or neighbor - - - | -
* Cgregi\ter's a relative 4" 8 T 19
= 1
Only available person\‘ | 1 ‘ 1 2
- . - ? * LI * % |
ence of children * - : .
related to child ;- - - -
Other , L - - = 1 1
. . < ’ \
_ : VA
TOTAL g 5 .13 13 - 31"




Table 5.38: ADVANTAGE OF RELATIVE CARE
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
[ . K ) {’ )
: N=28%
2 C 2
\ F: . e Fl‘equency' ‘ .
_ REASONS .Cited ~ . " Percent
'- . ’ - — : %
\ y : \
, Cost 5 ’ ’ 5 . . 3% A
e Hours : 7L | 12%
Special Serviceg I 12%
Parent/Caregiver %[;, ‘_-7* g N - 2
8 Communication A B ’ 12% ’
- - ¥ K "ir ) . R
Caregiver Reliability « "1 “10 T 1T%
" Childy Emotional Ngeds ) . 1%
" .* . oOther .. 1 29% >
y T |
¢ \ ‘ -
» : 7 7
TOTAL ‘ 58 . -100%
) :




. * . BYETHNICITY

Table 5.39A5 PARENTS PLANNING TO TERMINA’I‘E WITHIN SIX MONTHS

; LOS ANGEL (
; ’
) N =105
‘ . 1
ETHNICITY NO _YES " TOTAL
) . Wnite . 26 (82%) 16 (38%) | 42
4 (36%) < (50%) (40%)
: Black © O 23(82%) 5 (18%) 28"
2 (3296) (18%) - (27%)
Hispanic " <24 (89%) 11 (31%) 35
: "(33%) (34%) ~(33%)
[
TOTAL . 73 (70%) 32 (30%) 105
4 .
) Table 5.39B: REASONS FOR TERMINATION
LOS ANGELES _
N=31
PARENTS RESPONDING
Freqﬁency, Percent
— , :
If parent becomés unemployed 7 23%
/
Respondent Seelzing Alternative
Arrangement ) 4 13%
* Respondent Seeking Preferred ) '
Cére . 2 8% o |
Child Ready for School 3 109@
ther. 15 48% S
Other o : )
(A *
TOTAL ) 31 100%
L
205 /.
. Ve

>




Table 5.40: DURATION PARENT INTENDS TO MAINTAIN ARRANGEM

/

e~

ENT -
*  BY REGULATORY STATUS *
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
i (+] .
N =230
DURATION Sponsored Regulated Unregulated | TOTAL
" 0 - 3 months 4 (20%) 7 (35%) 9 (45%) 20
(6%) (8%) (11%) (9%)
3 - 6 months 7(22%) 3 (33%) 4 (44%) 9
C (3%) (4%) (5%) #(4%)
. « /
6 -9 months 11 (48%) 8 (35%) - 4 (17%) 23.
, (17%) (9%) (5%) (10%)
9 - 12 months 1 8(27%) 15 (50%) 7 (23%) 30
T, (12%) (17%) (9%) (13%)
lyear 5 (19%) 8 (30%) 14 (52%) 21
(8%) (9%) - (18%) (12%)
‘More than 1 year 35 (29%) 45 (37%) 4l (34%) + | 121
: (54%) (52%) (52%) (53%)
'To'rA'; 85 (28%) 86 (37%) 79 (34%) 230
{
b




Ta.ble‘QAL DURATION’ P‘ ENT INTENDS TO MAINTAIN ARRANGEMENT

& " BY ETHNICITY )
-~ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO -
o N = 222
DURATION 4, ° White | Black Hispanic TOTAL
L. ’ ¥
0-3months | 8 (42%) 7 (37%) 4 (21%) 19
S N7t %), ¢ " (9%) (9%)
3 - 6 months 4 (57%) 3 (43%) 9 (0%) T/
' (4%) (4%) (0%) 13%)
6 -9 months T oo(e®) Y - 11(48%) | -3(13%) | 23
, (9%)- (14%) - (7%) " (10%)
- 9-12 months -’ 18 (82%)e |  9(31%) , | 2(1%) 29
A (18%) - (11%) (4%) (13%)
- 1 year 3 10 (39%) 11 (42%) 5 (19%) 26
N : (10%) (14%) (11%) (12%)
More than 1 year’ 49.(42%) 38 (32%) 31 (26%) 118.
T (50%) (48%) (69%) {53%)
TOTAL - ¥ o8 (443 79 (36%) . | 45 (20%) 222
- - 1 »
7




v . k] .
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Table 5.42: PARENTS' MAIN REASON FOR TERMINATING CURRENT

ARRANGEMENT IN THE FUTURE '
- ~ "BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO *-
) ‘ N = 96
- 2
MAIN REASON ° White Black Hispanic | TOTAL
. * , 7 . : $
. Parent Moving‘ 11 (79%) ¢ 3(21%) 0 (09%) 14 .-
5 ' (23%) . (8%) (0%) (15%)
Child willgoto _ , '
sehool” 12 (52%) 5 (22%) 8 (26%) 23
* (26%) (14%) (50%) (24%)
LS 4
Child will go to center .
when old enough 8 (32%) 15 (60%) . 2(8%) 25
- 17%) (41%) (17%) (26%)
Child will go to center. | . N
when space is available | ‘1(33%) 2 (67%) 0 (0%) 3
- (2%) - (5%) (0%) (3%)"
Low educational - - :
quality of home 1(20%) 4 (80%) 0 (0%) 5
. (2%) (11%) (0%)_- - (5%)
Home not clean T : , )
enough/safe enough 1(50%) 1 (509) 0 (0%) 2
R (2%) (3%) . (0%) (2%) |
Sponsor will determine - . . :
home/center 5(83%) 0 (0%) 1(17%) . 8 r-
: "(119%f (0%): (8%) (6%)
Financial reasons 1(50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2
(3%) (3%) (0%6) (2%
- Other Dol 1@e%) 6(38%) _ | 3(19%) 16
- (15%) (16%) (25%) (17%)
w L
TOTAL 47 (49%) 37 (39%) 12 (12%) 96 -,
& . ) /




Table 5.43: PARENTS' MAIN REASON FOR TERMINATING CURRENT

-
-

ARRANGEMENT IN THE FUTURE (ONLY PARENTS .
. ANTICIPATING DURATION LESS THAN 1 YEAR) :
. - BY REGULATORY STATUS °

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =100

_ MAIN REASON, " | sponsordd Regulated Unregulated | TOTAL’
Parent moving 4 (29%) 6 (43%) 4 (20%) 14
(13%) (16%) (12%) (14%)
~Child will go to. .
school - 7(29%) |7 (29%) 10 (42%) A
© (23%) 118%) ®31%) (24%)
Child will go to center S
when old enough 9 (35%) 10 (38%) 7 (27%) 26
(30%) (26 %) (22%) (26%)
Child will go to center . .
. when space is available | 3 (75%) (25%) 0 (0%) ) 4
. (10%) 3%) . (0%) (4%)
.Y
Low educational
quality of home 2(40%) 3 (60%) 0 (0%) - 5
: | (7%) (8%) 0% (5%)
Home not clean .
enough/safe enough- . 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 2
4 (0%) (5%) (0%) ~ (29%)
" Sponsor Wﬂl -determiine :
home/center . 3 (50%) 2 (33%) 1(17%) ]
‘ ,7 (10%) (5%) (3%) (6%)
Pinancial reasons 2 (100%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 2
IR (7%) | (0%) (0%) - " (2%)
", Other — .| 0(0%) 9 (41%) 10 (59%) 17
(0%)- (18%) (31%) (17%)
‘\ T ' L‘ \
TOTAL © 7 30 (30%) <38 (38%) 32 (32%) 100
ML )
" 209 .
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Chapter 6.0 '

‘p. R . ’ PR Y
| - : :
 PARENTAL EXPECTATIONS AND SATISEACTION .- -
. - - 35
6.1 - . IntroductioR ' S

Since parents are the consumers/of family day

care services, any intervention to improve services must take
tneir uiews into account. Furthermore, parental decisions '
about the selectionf maintenance, and termination of the care
arrangeﬁentwﬁave'a eigniricant impact upon American children
of this oeneration, as family day care ia.now'the modal way in .
which young children are cared for outsige the home. It is
assumed that'parental criteria Eorinaking these decisions are
related to parents' general Expectations of family day care and 1,
to their satiefaction with varibus facets of the partfcgiar
arrangement. ’ _. : o ' .

\‘ Many aspects of the fam;ly day care arrangement
© may affect paréntal satisfaction. dhe such aspect is the par- *
ents overall assessment of the suitability of the carepiver with ¢
regard to such factors as experience, personality, concern about
children, and-training in child care. Other important aspects k
include the parents' perceptions of what takes place in the
family day care home and of how well their expectations.are ful-
£illed. The child's intellectual, emotional, social, and phyeical
development influence parental\Eatiefaction. So do the phyeical_¢

L + . N
qualities of the day care home; including the safety of the home, .

s 6=-1 219 ' a
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) (the“nature of the outdoor play area (if any), the cleahliﬁess
of the home, the kind of food‘ferved, and oéhgr physical factors.
Also important may be the parents' own neé&s for child‘cafe, |
such as hourss of service and 1;;ation. (Tpe import§nt issue
of parental sgﬁisfaq}ion with the cost of care is treated in
Chapter 7.0 below.) ' . ‘ ‘ , . .
CSéD approached the éask of, analyzing parental
expectations and satisfaction from this broad perspective‘through- ]
"out éhe study. Many items” in the instruments used in both study
phases reflect this copeern. All findings should be viewed within
the tonstraints of the sampling and other-meth6QOlogical proce-
dures discussed in Chapters 2.0 and 3.0 above. The results of

this analysis are summarized in Section 6.5, the final section

of -this chapter.

. e

6.2 * Parental Expectations and Satisfaction
. With Selected Family Day GCare Aspects
‘ N

The issue of parental satisfaction is one of the

most }mportant con;e;ns of this study. By considering the .
aésessﬁents that parent§ make of their eipectations‘pf family
day cafg, we can construct a clear notion of how the consumérs
‘of family day Eare'evaluate day cére Sérvices.

+

This chapter cannot elucidate the possible psycho-
e_ ) » '-

logical impact upon some parents when they leave their young

children with others fof daytime care because they choose to

work or are seekiné,scﬁooling or other additional training, - . o

This experieﬂcg;/central to contemporary American .family life
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and childreeriné practice, is likely to:be varied, complex,
" and grofound; revealing findings can beaexpected to emerge from

further‘resperch,on this phénomenon.

, .
-

6.2.1 : * Parefgs' Priorities for Child Care and Their
‘ Children

. Al parenrs in the study responded to open-ended
questions that explored their expectations for themselves and
their children. Thirty percent of the parents in Philadelphia
and San.hnhonio'stated that their primary requirement ‘was a
reliable'caregiver (Table 6.1). Twenty-six Rercent of the
respondents indicated that they wanted'their children to develo
conceptual‘and linguisticékills. A substantial percentage (232)
expressed confern that their children be well cared for. The

need for good nutrition (21%) and the need for eﬁotional support
(21%) were important as well. Respondents also cited as pptor%~ |
ties éocielization (l9%), the heed for a home-likeaatmosphere
(l9%), good ‘discipline (18%), a safe and clean environment (15%),
and the need for their children to learn physical skills (12%) j
(Tables 6 1l and 6 3)

© .- In Los Angeles, however, data‘reflected a stronger
enphaéie on emotional suppoit for the child (Tables 6.2 and 6.4).
This was mentiohed by 42% of the parents. A safe clean, place .
for the child ‘emerged as the second priority (27%), and the need
for a dependable, reliable caregiver was mentioned by 198, Educa-
tional training was a priarity for 14% of the parents, as was good

1 4 ’ '
nutrition.,

. ‘ . - 6.-3 221 } ! ) X .




o . Users of all homes,” whether spoﬁsored, fequlatedr
or unéegulated, indiceted this pattern of priorities: Similarly:'
there were few dramatic differences by ethnicity. Cloeer and
more intensive study of the childrearing and day care preferences
of: parents érom the three ethnic groeps would more’preciseLy |
deterﬁine~real and imagined differences between them with regard

)
to these variables. \

>
Special Needs of Children

When askeg what their children's special and
unusual needs were beyend basic day care, parents in Philadelphia
and é;n Antonio most commonly mentioned the need to be with
other children, with 27% of those pafents noting this ‘special
need. Seventeen percent reported their children required toilet
training and 13% mentioned infant care’ and tending (Tables 6.5
and 6.6). A fey parents (9%) cited the need for special medica-
tion;4 Iﬁ‘Los Angeles 29 parehts cited such needs as t;ilet
training, special gttention because of overactivity, and feeding
requirements. Very few had children with known learning disabil-
'ities or mentel-haedicaps. However, the special needs of ch;ldren
ﬁ;th'theee conditions mdy still be a matter for some concérn
because handicapped paeents and children are not aéequbtel¥ repre~
gsented in the study. Though‘there were no major éifférences by

‘home ‘type, there was one ethnic difference, namely ‘the more pro=

nounced concern of White parents that their children have oppor—

Eunities to interact with other children.
- ' 7

— ’
.
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Parents in éhiladelphga and San Antonio generally'
felt that their children's special‘needs were met ail of the
time (67%) or most of the time (23%), as noted in Tables 6.7A
and 6.7B. Parents in Los Angeles, by an overwhelming margin,
éaid ‘that their nee@s were met satisfacférily. Only 10% of the -
Philadelphia and SanﬁAnton%o parents responded that the care-
giver mgt'their children's‘speciai needs only some of the
time‘or never. Thbsg parents with children in regulaped homes
\E%ée frequently reported that their caregivers met the needs
of their. children all of the time;/

- In summatioﬁ,,whaé emergés from parents' deneral
‘statements about their cnildren’s‘needs in family day care is a
piéturegof nogmal young .children whose parents want them to
“develop concepﬁually in a home-like environment. Parents want

a reliable caregiver who provides strong emotional supporé to the
children, good discipline, good nutrition, and opportunities for
socializatidﬁ._ Parenté perceived that their caregiver satisfac=
torily handled .special”or unusual needs.

6.2+ 2 Parent Satisfaction with Location, Physical”
) Characteristics of the Home, and Nutrition

[}

Beyond what parents want and need in' family day

. .
care is the question of how they'GSSess what they believe they are
actually get@ing from current d%réhgements. How do they feel

apoug the spésific aspects of their present family day cdre homes?

[ AR g’I‘L—J ,/




. Location ) - ' ' _
g7 ' .
' : // One of the first -and most obvious concerns w#th

a day care arrangement is location. Predictably, Black and
Hispanic parents'tended to use caregivers closer to home;t?an
did White parents. While 69% of White parents used caregivers
'who were more than a. few blocks away, only 46% of Black and .
59% of Hispanics did so (Tables 6.8A ayd 6.88). This may be ex-
< +~ . plained by the pgeéence among Blacks and Hispanics of a strong-
er tredition of informal ehild care arrangemeﬁts, and by a
greater retention of the structures end supports of the extended
famé}y than is the present experience of many segments of the
White commﬁnity (Billingsley, 1968). ' v
) ] The most positive feelings .on caregiver location
»j reported by parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio related
to the proximity of the day care home to the parents' ¥esidence.
Ssome of the homes were apparently ‘close to parents' places of

L 4

employment or to a sibling's day care or school, which clearly
figuﬂed into parental decisiens £egarding location. There were .
o no dramatic differences among parents by regulatory st&tus'or
‘.kethnicity on thii variable (Tables 6.9A and'6;98). Seventy-two-
percent of the parents in Los Angeles were very satisfied with
' : ‘:;e location of their e;regiver (Table 6.55).‘In general, the
location of the faﬁily day care home was important, but noti

a subject of great dissatisfaction. In Los Angeles, only 10%

of perents'were disiitiéfied with. the location.

a




4
Physical Characteristics

]

‘ Philadelphia and San Antonio gesbondents were

.asked directly how satisfipd they were with a number of physical

-cnaracteristics of their day care home. The level of satisfaction
with these characteristics was found to be generally high, and
there were few‘distinctions in the pattern of satisfaction amgng
sponsored, regulated, and unregulated homes, or emong White,
élack,,anq Hispanic parents in either site. .

f Ninety-one percent of th; Philadelphia and San -
aAntonio pareénts found that there eas enouoh space in their
family day care homes, 1% said there was too much,e?ace, and

" 8% noted. too little séace (Table 6.10A and 6ulDB).gNinety-two/;
percent said the lighting was at 'the «#ight level, while 88

"said that lighting was insufficient.(Table 6.11A and 6.11B).
Ninety-tﬁo percent said the temperature was correct[ yhile the
rest said it was either too warm or too cola (Table 6.12A and

. 6. 123). Ninety-one percent said the home was clean enough, while

9% said it could be cleaner or was not clean (Table 6.13a and

6.13B). For all these aspects of the physical envitonment--space,

light, tenperature, and cleanliness--QO% or more QE parents‘ / |
were Jatisfied or very pleased, while fewer than dne in ten
experi;;ced some level of dissatisfaction. Although thig, 10% of
dissatisfied parents is a small ngmber, it suggests enough of

-

a problem to warrant the care and attention of the parent who

N
is concerned with high quality care. These findings indicate

that not every homi will be physically satisfactory, though

most will be.
£ .

Ny
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Nutrition -

ParentX were less satisfied with the food served., -
Some 15% of Philadelphia and San AntOnio'respondents said their
caregivers sometimes served foods that were undesirable--;unk
. foods or salty foods, for example. Among respondents who relied ‘
on their caregiver for food, White and Bla;k parents were ;
more likely to find deﬁiciencies than were Hispanic pareﬁts,
and parents using sponsored or_unregulated homes Qere‘more:likelyl
to be dissatigfied with food service than were tho;e using regu-
lated homes (Tables 6.14A and 6.14B). Many parents (approxi-
mately 33%) didq not rely on caregivers for food, but sent all
or part of their children s food to the family day care home.
. This may;ke a reflection of an intense parental concern with
nutrition.2 o

In initia}l interviews, as reported in Chapter
5. 0, parents and caregivers talked most aunt nutpition in the
family day care home. Additionally, when ;%rents were asked
a series of questions exploring later\communications’witthheir'
caregiver, tneir concern about their child's eating habits was
evident. To the questicn "What kinds of things do you most &
often ask the caregiver about your childg,"-49§ responded "dow
the child has eaten.” (The child's behavior duging the day T
was the concern of the majority--~63%--of parents.) Respondents
in Philadelphia and San Antonio also-answered the question

*What information is most helpful to you regarding your child?"

*

4
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Next to the child's behavior, cited by 50% of parents as most’ \

helpful, 'Eow the child has eaten' was considered most helpful

¢ L

by 36% of parents.

4 .
6.2.3 Parent Satisfaction with Group Composition in
the Home -- -

A

Group composition was an issue of some c¢oncern
to parents, and it ie one of‘the most common focal points for
requlation. G;eup composition'embraces both the size of the
oroup and the age mix of the children }n care. Regulations
frequently deal with these in-€andem--for example, by limiting
the‘total number of permissibie children more stringently when

an infant is in dare. . : .

Group Size
~ - . ' . .

The, concern with the number of chiidren in care

did not figure as strongly in,responses to general queetions on
day care preferences as it did in responses to more direct, speci-
fic items. Fully 57% of the Pniladelphia and San Antonio study,
parents said that group size wassvery important, 38%,sald it -

was of some importance; only 5% indicated that this issue was of§
no importance (Tables'eylsa and 6.158).3 This pattern of interest
pie%ailed for each ethnic and regulatory group. Reporting their
feelings about ‘what they were:actually expériencing in this’

regard, 81% of theee'resgondents said ap appropriate number of ‘
children were in care, while some 20% said there were.either too

many (5%) or too few (15%).(Table 6.16). o

Al

. T+ 69 R27




It is 1nteresting that,only 5% said there were
too many children, which may reflect the small home sizes in the
study sample. This reinforéQL the £inding, reported earlier,
that there w&g an intense concern with providing association with s
other.children; This need may be a result of the-dwindling éverage A
size of 'new families in the U.S. population during the past gen-
eration or so. The 1ncreasingly frequent single-child family may
be stimulating a r{sing parental concern with finding playmates

-

for .their children. 'i.‘t;e who must work, who choose to do so,

or who require child care for some other reason may look to
family day care or_other forms of day care to provide, this

experience.

« Age Mix
. Alcorollary issue is the mix of ages in the day

care home. Some parents may want their ch}ldren‘to be with

others the same age, Others may want them to be with older or -
younger children, and stil} others may want their offspring
'to experience a variety qf ages ih the éay ‘care home, in sihu-
¢/1ation of a familial age distribufion. Philadelphia and'San

‘Antonio parents were asked to make q“thothetical choice between

a caregiver keeping children of the same age and orie with a mix .
. ’ ’ «
of ages. Both caregivers would have the same training and experi- .

ence.‘ While a few parents (5%) were-indifferent to the issue,
‘most (60%) prefefreq a mix of ages (Table 6.}7A and 6.17B). A
strong mino{ity (35%) preferred their child to be with children

- of the same age. ?

- ERIC - » 610 ~28 . .




The great majority of parents (86%) were satis-
fied with the age mix of their children's family day care home
(Table 6.18). Thirteen percent of those responding were dissat-
isfied. Hoet of those dissatisfied (9% of the total) said the

other children were too young, while only 3% of the total said

-

they were too old; a very few, barely 1%, said the other children

were both too young and too old.

4 . ‘
"6.2.4 . Parent Expectations and Satisfaction with
. the Caregiver A »

S
A number of caregiver characteristics and prac-

tices were revealed to be of special concérn in the parent

component of the National Day Care Home Study.
. !

Education and Experience

Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio were asked
to choose between two hypothetical caregivefs. one was ‘just out _
of college and held a degree in early childhood education, and the ¥ 4
other had completed high school and had five years: of day care '
experience. Both would care for the same number of chiLdren--five.
TheemejOrity (82%) preferred the second caregiver (Table 6. 20A
and 6. ZOB), a strong endorsement of practic:& experience over
higher education as a qualifiecation for the provision of adequate
care. While there was little difference by regulatory status on

this question, Whites and Blacks valued college education over

experience more frequently than Hispanics.




- : Faced with the necessigy of choosing among several
potential caregivers limited in both education and experience;‘

parents would obviously resort to other decision criteria.

- Level of Supervision

A number of other matters were sigﬁificaht as par=’
ents confronted their deepegt concerns with caregiver practices.
A key aspecé of caregiver #Zactice is the level 8f supervision

the caregiver provides. Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio

were asked to assess the likelihood of caregivers lgpvggg children

—énsupervised. Most of the 234 parents respondiné to this query
(93%) said it was not likely that their caregiver would behave
in tﬂis way (Tables 6;21§\and'6.2;3). Only a few (7%) reported
_ that it was somewhat likely or very likely. This pattern repfe-
sents a strong statement of basic parental cbnfidence in care-
givers. Furthermore, when directly asked about. their satisfaction
with the amount of supervision, parents in Philadelphia and ‘
San Antonio overwhelmingly reported that the supervision in the
home was sufficient (Tables 6.22A and 6.22B). Only 4% said th§t
ere was not enough supervision, and only one parent said that
Cz:e‘supervision was excessive. This pattern’was consistent across

ethnicity and regulatory status. Overall, parents appeared not

b

oﬁly saéisfied with but very confident in their caregivers.

Safety in the Home

Parents were asked to report accidents involving

. their child in the family day care home. “ Pwenty peréent of

'ERIC - . | gm12—R30
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those responding in Philadelphia and San Antonio said their ..

childrgn had be;n in acc}ﬂents with their cﬁrrent caregivers

or with preyio;g ones (5%) (Table 6.23A and 6.23B). Parents
using unregulated care<§ere‘somewhat more likely to reporf
;accidenfs'witﬁ cu;rent.or-past caregivers, with more than
one.in four (28%) reporting such incidents, while only one in
.ten (11%) of thosé using regulaped care and only one in five
{19%) of those using sponsored care did so-(Table 6.23A). There

- was very little difference among parents of differeﬁt_ethnicities.

- Disciglinﬁ !
+ Discipline is one of the most controversial aspects ,’
of childrearing. Parents in Philadelphia and San Antonib were
asked "How important is it for your caregiver to discipline your

—~

chi%d in pretty much the same way you do?" Eight-two percent said

it was very‘impoftant and 17% said it was of some importance; only
2% felt it was not important that their caregivers discipline in
the same’way (Tables 6.24A and 6.24B),., Little difference was
apparent among pasents of various ethnic1t1es, but there was a
slightly greater tendency for those in unregulated homes to -
feel that disciplinary consistency was very,important. All
parents reéponding in Los Angeles'found their caregiver's dis-

ciplinary practices satisfactory.

—
”~o

Availability of Caregivers to Provide Care

~
> ' L

Parents gxpected and apparently requzred caregivers

*

“td meet their ndeds for hours of care. Feé example, 92% of the’




o offthe providers had established a set pick-up time; in San

»

’H|~
‘.I
pédrents in Philadelphia and- San Antonio felt it was very impor-

L 4

tant that their. caregivers allow them to drop off and pick up
!their children at timee convenient for themselves (Eables 6.25A
and 6L258). Data from interviews with caregivers on this issue
revealed that,in Los Angeles and Philadelphia, approximately‘xos
Antonio, however, only half the caregivers interviewed expected

parenqv to pick up théir children at a specified time (Vol II,

AAI, 1980). . - ‘
‘Most parents (97%) indicated that the caregiver‘s

' g
availability to provide care as needed was either very imﬁﬁrtant

or of some- importance, with little variationf&g home ,type or

ethnicity (Tj?les 6.26A and 6.26B). Parents'fiirtionally’had
dtro%g'feelings about the provision of care by a substitute'

provider. “Nearly three out of four parents (73&) stated that

. P

- -
. -
h -
. i

-

was very important to them that such_substitutions not ‘occur,

2hd an additTonal 23% indicated this to be of some importance

 (Tables 2627A and 6.27B). Oply 4% said, that such ‘substitutions
' \ ‘.

‘were unimportant. White, Blacﬁ,'and Hispanic parents felt about
the'sane level oflconcern,{but'there was a greater tendency for
parents using r‘éulatedﬁand unregulated care to'say that avoiding
substitutions as)verv;important. This difference may be attrib-
. utable to the fact that a common feature of sponsored homes is '~
caregiver substﬁtution.to provide coverage“forq_gtegiver vacation,
illness, or other time off. - Hence, caregiver substitution may,
in many instances, be a positive\event enhancing the quality and

.o
consistency of care.

. ‘ ‘ (-
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) Only a- few parents in San Antonio and Philadelphia
(4%) reported that their caregivers often found other people to 4
care for their children. Parents, in this respect, seemed to
have fulfilled a priorjity by finding depengable, reliable care-
givers. This conclusion is apparent, also, from a sﬁgies of

; questions that asked parents how often their caregiver could not
provide care and what impact such - occurrences had upoﬁ them.

Fifty-one percent in Philadelphia and San Antonio
said there was never a time when their caregivers could not pro-

) vide care (f?bles 6.28A and 6,28B), Almost all Los Angeles ;

? respondents reported their caregivers were always available.‘
Notably, Hispanic parents in the sample more frequently said
that their caregivers were always available when needed. Par-

4/;gnts using -sponsored homes were more likely to report that |
their caregiver was sometimes unavailable than were those

R : using either regu;ated d? unregulated care. The report of high

) availability among Hispanic parents. may be partially explained
by the significant proportion of relatives who cared for their
children.» The comparatively low availabiliby of sponsored care-

givers may(he explained by‘some of the more formalized aspects
of family’ day care .in sponsored homes. Such homes mav&be more
like businesses than the somewhat less formal unregulated and
- even regulated homes. Most family day care systems have policies

{%ﬁ various~hinds,3intended to ensure the uniformity of day- care

A 4

E quality throughout the system, with some even limiting gours of

; care, ‘ghese regulations may render many aspects o£ care more

F ! [l

.. '
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business-like.and less like -an extension of thE'parent's family.

2

structure and relationships.

Nearly half (49%) the respondents (116) in Phila-
delphia and San Antonio reported that there had been occasions
when their providers were not availgble. In these instances,
who took care of the children? Parents themselves pravided .
care as reported by 26% of the sample, 26% turned to relatives,
and 26% said their caregivers had substitute,providers available.
Sixteen percent relied on friends and neighbors.

. . The last ‘two questions in the series explored
the frequency of the caregivers‘ unavailability in the previous
three months, and whether these occurrences represented a prob-
lem for parents. Of ths 119 respondents, 34 reported ‘there had
not been a-.time in- the last‘three months when their caregivers
were unavailable. However, 47 parents,/or 40%, said there had
been one such occurrence, 17%'reported there‘haq~been two, 7%
said; it nad happened three times, and 8% said their caregivers

could not provide care on more than three occasions. The par-
ents reporting frequent occurrences represent only-4% of the
total sampie in Philadelphia and San Antonio, which is cpnsis-
tent with the percentage of parents who said their caregiver
frequently obtained the services of substitute‘providers.

. Those parents reporting any degree of caregiven.
unavailability in the previous three months were asked if such:

-unavailability represented a problem for them. Seventy—six

percent said ithasanot a problem and 24%, or 20 parents, said

234 ;
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it was (Table 6.29A and 6.29B). Whitesjand Blacks were more
likely to cite diﬁficu1t§ than Hispanics. ' -

- In summary, the data suggests that caregivers, as
parentb perceived them, are conscientioud and dependable. It
is remarkable, given the long hours of care, that over half the,
sample of"parents said their caregivers were always there when

they.needed them. Of those reporting'oqcasipnal times when care-

giver's could not care for their children, very few'indicated this

P

to be a problem. °
: [ S
6.2.5 Pa¥ent Satisfaction with Activities in the

* Family Day Care -Home

“

s .+ Parefits' feelings about the activities their chil-
dren.experiénce‘in?the family ‘day care home were explored in '
*"e.
. the parentginEErv1eWS}K§evepty-one percent of the parents in '

Philadelphiﬂ and San Antonio said they were satisfied with the

activities %nfthe home, while 29% expressed the view that the v

actlvities ﬂere satisfactory but could be improved (Table 6. 30A
and 6.3OB).Q%n1X;one parent was completely dissatisfied with
the progran in the family day care hpme. A-few more Hispanic
and Black garénts (33% and 32%, respectively) felt. eye program
could be improved than did White parents (24%).°A firm majority

of parents in Los Angeles were satisfied with their chilg' 8

acfivities gTabie 6.56).

!

More than on€thalf (52%) of the parents who felt’

1 3




linguistic skills (Table 6.31). This group represents 12% of
the reepondents%in ?hiladelghia and San Antonio. This finding - /}
is entirely consistept'with the ea;iiet observat?on that many
parents were‘interested in the intellectual development of

their children in faqily\éay care. Furthermore, the reader

yi&} recall tha} 48% of }he parents in Philadelphia and San.
Antonio did not have their children in the care of .their choice
{Table 5.32). Of Fhese, 53%'(representing;25% o% the total |
sample) preferred center-based‘care, which is ofter perceived

as emphasizing conceptdél~and ianguaée skill éeveiopment. Table
6.§l,ipdicates that\anofﬁer 19% Qf the parents who expresseq
_dissaéisfaction with the prog}am wanted more emphasis on the . “;
development 6f'physical skills and abiliE}es. The remainieg'par- /
ents expressed a prefergnce for more social activities (5%),

" other activities (7%), or a combination of those mentioned pre-

viously (17%).

-

-~

The parent interview further explored parents'
program preferences by asking respondents to choose one of twd
hypothetical caregivers with the same training and ekperienee.

. Both would emphasize educational activities. But} while one would

F

allow children a lot of freedom to chose their activigies[ the

other would direct most of the ehildren's learning activities. '
Parents c2;;:\$he ﬁore free environment by a ratio of three to
two (61% to 40%7& with gafents using sbonsored homee prefekripg v
direction 555%).hoge often than those using regulated (30%) or

unregulated homes (38%) "(Table 6.32A). More Black (48%) aQS
% » ‘t‘” A

)y,
<26
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Hispanic parents (48%) ppeferreé caregiver} who'plgﬁned and

directed the children's activities' than did White parents (30%) :

(Table 6.32B). B ‘ ’ S ] /
' Parents in Philadelphia and San Antopio-also chose

betﬁegn two distinct family day qére homéiprograms. Botﬁ'hypot

thetical providers w:uld care for the same numbér of children,

and both would have the same traifithd and:experkence. In_ene

hqme there would be ponséderableaglay equiﬁ@gnt. The children

would spend moé% of éﬁe;r time in supervised play: In the seconq

home, the carediver Qould emphasize ieﬁ%ning, and'the children

:would spend most of their tiffe with the caregiyer‘in learning

ac&ivities. Nearly ghree out of four (71%) pargnts chose the

environment emphasizing learniné (Table 6.3351. Of those parents &&

who preferred play activities (24%), nearly half (47%) had their

children in regulated homes. Blagkg?ﬁé Hispanic parents {743

and 83%, respectively) preferred the environment emphasizing

learning more oftem® than diquhipeﬁparents (fable 6.33B).. It

should be recognized that these were forced choice questions
. s F

requiring.élchoice between two rather stark alternatives, while

<4

the ponmal'choice is not so clear. Children learn from %laying

as well as from ﬁoréﬁdirectea £?;rﬂipg activities; the categive;s

who allow?freedom of choice must also Plan and supervise. - '
To summarize, some -parents were not emtirely

' satigfied with the program of acti&ities in the family déy care

homes. More Black and Hispanic pé%eéts felt thig way than did

L ) ‘- . . \
White parents. Of those who .expressed disgatisfaction, many /'!)




wanted their caregivers to emphasize conceptual.and language

skill development.’ This preferénce was consistent w1th the

-

" choice of the majority of parents for caregivers who provide a
- variety of learning experiences.‘ Parents wanted caregivers to

alldw a choice of activ1ties, they also preferred that the care~

-

givers themselves participate with, the children.

.

) , Y . —
6.2.6 Special Services Provided in the Home /
, K | > N ‘
. ) Statements were elicited from study parents on

- the availability and use cf special services in the family day .~
care home, s:ch as care for a sick child or care on weekends
or overnight. _Among parents in Los Ahgeles, 45% reported the
' availaﬁilitg‘of evening care--the rost frequently available
special service. quhirty-five percent said their caregivers pro-
'vided weekend care, 29% reported the availability of overnight
care,,and 27% 1ndicated their caregivers would keep a seriously
- 111 lehila (Taple 6.34). ‘Where available, parents used the ser-
vice-ind expressed satiafaction with its quality (Table 6.55).
The Los Angeles dat%\suggested that if parents,
did not need a particular sefvice, they t?nded not to know |
whether their caregiver prov1ded it. Therefore, the apprpach .
to this issue was revised in the instrument used in Philadelphia
.and San Antonio. Parents were first asked about their need for
- a particular service.,Ifithey expressed adneedr thea. the respond-'
ents were asked a series of further questions concerning the

4

availability, use, cost, and .satisfaction with the particular

b
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special’ service, Fewer ;;arentsA(IS%) in Philadelphia and-San _

_ Antonio (Table 6.35) reported the availability of overnight care
then in Los Angeles (45%). Only 16% reported‘tnat their carer
giversiprovided weekend care, and only 19% gsaid that care for,

a seriousIy ill child was 'available.
| These results are substantiated by data obtained
frpm the caregivers. Independent caregivers were less flexible

'and less willing to.provfde other types of special or\after-hours
care other than care, for mildly 111 children. For example, across

%

sites, typically less than one~third of the prov1ders interviewed

4

iné‘catedlthey cared for children when they were seriously ill

or during the evening{ overnight,ané weekend care was found

even %gss.often. Mereover, most caregivers were very reluctant

to provide care for ¢hildren when it had not been previously

arranged with the child's parents. Thus, although the potential

for flexibility is much greater in homes than in centers, many-

family day care mothers dié_not feel it was within the realm

of their respohsibility to adapt their foutines o provide tnese

additienal'services. ¢vVol II[ AAI, 1980.) . ”
While it might be anticipated that the sponsored‘

homes in a network éésigned to offer special services would

indeed oﬁfbr more of these servifes more often, thi& was not }

‘confirmed bytthe findings. Parents using the 35 sponsored homes

"in Los Angeles reported the special services available to them

4

(Table 6.36). Responses 1ndicated that 15 parents did not -

know'Whether special services wekre provided or not. This is

3

*
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' .
understandable because caregivers in Los Angeles operating
sponsored hohes do not have exclusive use agreements--that is,
they may sersxe familiqs who a7€ not .referred through the spon-

soring_agency. Therefore, there were undoubtedly parents who

were unaware of the affiliation of the home with agfasily day

care system. ' .

N In Philadelphia and San Antonio, however, several
services were more readily available (Table 6.37). Of the parents
uszng the 67 sponsored homes, almost all reported ghey received
help with finding day cdre, and 47 reported that the sponsoring
agency would provide helpéin communicating with rhe caregiver..
Thirty of thé 67 parents said that financial. help was available
from the sponsoring agency, and 24 indicated the avajlability
of educarional gservices. A number of other services were also
available, though not consistently throughout the:sample. The °
levels of satisfaction with thése services were high (Table 6.37),
as they were for servicesireported by parents in Los Angeles.

The results.of this focused consideration of

special services that are offered'in.sponsored homes suggest

that while some services may,beh;idely available in the sponsored
home environment, others, such as additiOnéi hours of care in

the evening and.on wéékends, may be available only rarely. ﬁany
parents claised a need for the more ipstitutionally-oriented
services:; however, these services did not figure prominenxly

in the basic néeds sumﬂgrized at the beginning of thie chapter.

Furthermore, the availability of these services may noé%be

v . . »
-

N
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critical to parents when they assess their experience with

family day care. The availability ‘of the caregiver and the

program of activities may be more fundamental.

6.3 ’ Overall Parent Satisfaction with the Arrangement

4

v ' . Fn Philadelphia- and San Antonic, parent satis-
faction was apprcached indirectly by exploring, for example,“°
advantages of family day care that parents had not anticipated,‘
as well ags their unmet expectaticns. Parents described nega-
tive experiences their child may have had, and their own assess- —

/
ment of what their. child was getting out of the family day care

arrangement, Finally, a series of guestions explored parents’ ,

perceptions of their child's feelings about the caregiver and , .

’

their own willingness to recommend their caregiver to others
. ' \ .
seeking child care. r ~ «

-

Unexpected Benefits From Family Day Care .

Among the most interesting measures of parental
satisfaction are reports of tnexpected benefits derived from
day care. One-half (51%) of the parents in San Antonio and
Philadelphia repoqted receiving unexpected_penefits from
the arrangement (Tables 6.38A and 6.38B). White and Hispanic
.parents tended to report sliéhtly more frequently that they
'had.received such benefits. Thexe was no major difference among -

.. parents using various types of care. The nature of the benefits

was remarkable. Nearly one-half (47%) the parents reporting \

] ) i
t .
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unexpected benefits from family day care saié that their children
’ - received much more individual attention than they had.anticipated
(Table 6.39). T@e observatiog data suhstantiates the perceptions
of pargnts. Caregivers spent approximately 50? of their timg
interacting with children in some way. The moét frequent type

of interaction was’ some form of teaching, occurring 14% -of the

total obsgrved time in 98% of the family day care homes. A con=-
siderable portion of the time caregivers were not directly'invqlved
widh children was spent in~preparing food or‘pI§§7gctivities or

in ;onitoring play (17% of thg\observed time). Caregivers spent
very little time with other adults or in lesiurg activities, |

sucl\ as reading or watchiﬁg television. Caregivers were actually

- —
out of range of\the children only 1% of the time. (Vol. III, SRI

=

International, 198'.
[ l

nefits, each noted by fewer than 10% of

personality on th\child, good nutritioh or féod at no added
cost, and the teaching of physical skilld“ta the child by the
caregiver,

-

In contrast to the substantial incidefce of

(Tables 6.40A and 6.40B). This contrast is in itself a/strong.
general endorsement of family day care by parents, theg

* consumers of these services,




Parents responded to another question exploring
unmet expectations and dissatisfaction: "Is there anything
that you want your child to get out of the family day care ar-
rangements, that he/she may not be getting now?" The majority

(64%) did ndt expresg any expectation that had riot been met.

- Of those who did, representing only a small fraction of the .

Philadelpliia and San Antonio respondents, 18% cited the absence {
of conoeptual and linguistic skill development; 8% had expected A
more learﬁing of 'physical skills; and almost as many parents

‘(7%) had expected more opportunities for their children to

soclalize (Tables 6.41A and 6.41B). There were no basic dif-

ferences by either ethnicity or regulatory status.

* Negative Experiences
» %

,;’/

Among the»moet dramatic, though not necessarily
the most valid, measures of parent satisfaction with family day
care is the incidence of bad experiences of children in this
form Of day care. Only one in ten (11%) of the parents in Phila-
delphia and San Antonio said their children had had a negative

experience with the caregiver (Tables 6.42A and 6. 42B). thte

.parents wvere somewhat more likely to report such events than

Black or Hispanic oarentsf’Children in sponsored homes were
slightly. more likely to have had a'negative experience than
those in either regulated or unregulated homes. The nature of, ©
the experience was also revealing. Twenty=-two peroent of the

parents (3% of the total sample) reporting such incidents said =’

A
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. s
their child had been injured;.19% (3% of the total) indicated
the bad experience was related to inadequate supervision; 14%

(2% of the total) said their child had been left unattended;
- y .
and another 14% (2% of the total) said their child had been

physically abused (Table 6.43). Otherytypes of beg!experiences
included inappropriate discipline (8%, or 1% of the total), emo=-
tional abuse (8%, or 1% of the total), and the presence of a

Vi ) . - i
safety hazard (6%, .or less than 1% of the total). Some ©of the

]

parents reporting bad experiences reported multiple incidents.

Benefits to the Child from Family Day Care

f . N )
-

The instrument explored the .benefits parents’

. thought their children derived from the experience. The ques~
tion posed was "tht do you think your child is getting ‘Sut of
the famzly day care arrangement?"” The most prominent benefit
was socialization, mentioned by 62% of the regpondents in
Philadelphia and San Antonio (Tables 6.44A and 6.44B). This

is related to the need stated by panents, reported previously,
for ‘their child to be with other childred. While socialization
is a general and in some senses Jague concept, it is clear
that parents want theié children to ‘learn .how to deal with
others smoothly and competently. The second most frequently
cited benefit for the child_from family day care was learning
conceptual and linguistic skills, mentioned by 33% of respond-
ents in;Philadelpbia and San Antonio. Twenty~two percent of

these parents mentioned th& presence of a homelike atmosphere




-
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as a benefit of family day care not available in the more for-

=

mal setting.of the day care center. Almost as many parents .
-(19%) mentzoned emotlonal support for their children as a
Others mentioned the learnzng of physical skills

-’"\
(12%), good discipline (11%), good supervision (10%), good

benefit.

nutrition (6%), the presence of a dependable and reliable care-

,giver (3%), and/or the presence of a safe and clean environment

-
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The pattern of these data

¥

\

suggests general sat-

|
.

~
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igfaction with famlly day care and the caregiver as assessed
against the pattern of stated needs presented earl1er. There
‘was greater emphasis on cognitive learning benefits amoQg parents
using sponsored care, greéter emphasis on socialization among '
parents u31ng sponsored .and regulated care, and slightly greater
emphasis on a home-like atmosphere among those u51ng regulated
e;E_Enregulated care. The only inter-ethnic dlfference of conse~

guence was that White and Hispanic parents mentioned the home-

like atmosphere somewhat more frequently than Blacks.

¢ The Child's Attitude Towards the Caregiver

Another measure of the parents' EVerall satis~
. L)
factzon with fam1Ly day care’ is how they perceive ‘their

child s attztude ‘towards the careglver. Though this is but

one of many aspects of parent satiefaction, it is significant

»

because a child's 'unhappiness with the caregiver may result -
N <
‘ ‘ L 13 " I}
in parental dissatisfaction. Though the child's satisfaction,
- . L .' , ~ . )




l@&b greater number of careglvgrs who.were relatlves in regulated gnd/

<

not a suff1c1ent one. Thls is because parents may want a good‘

z
-

deél more from day- care thah emotional suppm:'t0 for their, child,
& L4

the most plauslble underlying cause of a child's positive atti=- °
' £fude toward the cdgeglver. ' _ . o, = 1R
‘ . - In Philadelphia and San Antonio;976%‘of respon & N
ents reporteg that their ch11d had a lov1ng attitude toward his ' ‘
"“’%”@r hér caregiver (Tables 6.45A and 6. 45B). 'Another 2% said’
%?thelr childl!s attitude was fr;endly, though not lov1ng. Only 2%§§§3

consldered their child 1ndiff€rent, and no parents reported

B,
that’ their child disliked his or her caregiver. The majorlt,,?

parents in Los Angeles reported that their chlld.loved O il

7
&

- Q‘“‘ ,
.-
> . » . =t . "‘ . » g
" as reprgLented'by a positive attitude toward the caregiver, ,——///
\? ¢ > -
may be a2 necessary condltlon for parental satisfaétion, it is . ..

&, .
fr1endly w1th her, Even though only a few parents ‘mentioned -

-

emotlonal support for their ch11d as one of the h%nef&ts of

- family day qare, recall that in 'Los Angeles,partlcularlyq 42% of

o

the respondents expressed emotional support as a priority. }t

c.

& R 4 . .
) is probable that most parents take the need for gmotional sup- -
: :‘ - . _* h 4 &, )
“port for granted. e : e
N . %
' o There were no conslderable dlfferences-among par-

ents by ethnic1ty on this charactz;zstlc. Parents using regulateﬂ N

¥ gand unreg]faxed care tended to report a lov%hg attitude towards
. w. " ' TN , .. v - <

however. This may have baen a result of the more structured § *

ﬂ 3,"qupf§ty that may be characber1st1c of spoligsored care, and of the

~—

. . <
PR .
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cay givers‘sli tly more often than parents using sponsored care,
S ¢
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\Qnrggylated homes., It may also be a function of the duration

’ . * . £ i

of the particular arranggments.

‘:5;7 v ‘

. : Willingness to Recommendathe SEFEgiver to : . <
- - / Other Parents > ' -
1 4 /\

! ‘ferhaps the most persuagive measure of overall
parent satisfaction is the willingness of parents to recommgnd
’ thelr caregivers to others seeking care. This is a very real
-2, considerétzan Parents/;n fact consult one another on caregiver
availability and sat{sfaction with their day care arrangements,
Parents who are friends may consider each other's recommendasions
very seriously Fully 83% of parents in PhiladelEBia and San
Antonio would recommend ;eheir caregivers to friends (Tables
, 6. 46A and 6.46B). This is a high proportion and is perhspsgthe
, "most credible index?of parent satisfaction.4 There was very little
- difference among parents by ethnicity on this measure, but those
v . using sponsored and regulated care were slightly more likely to
l?**\recommend a‘caregiver to a friendgthan those using unregulafed

' ’ . B .- /\ .-
care. Though no particular reason predomidated among the parents &

S who were willing¢/3.refer

L.

3y

heir providers,\caregiver experience
&agvmentloned by 16%, as wis caregiver personality (16%) (Table
6.47). Caregiver skill,in teaching children was alsﬁymentioned'
prominently by lS%lof\Ehe parents, as was-caregiver reliability
. (16%). A number. of other reasons, listed in Table 6.47, were
o = also mentioned. \\4 ’ ] .
The major reason for not recommending a caregiver

was that ﬁhe caregiver would not take any more children. This

was mentioned by 47% of those vhp would not recommend.their

’ ¥
. <« q ”‘} k3
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‘caregivers (Table 6.48). Caregiver refusal to take more children

than can be well served by available resources in the family day

care home is an ingication of quality and responsibility.

6.4 Resodrces to Remeédy Deficiencies

* 7 Analysis of parental satisfaction requires an
assessment of the resources available to parents to remedy the
deficiencies they may f£ind in their family day care homes. -
‘This element of the analysis is essentiel to the constructioni
of a more complete picture of this key form of day care in the
United States. To say that parents are satisfied or dissat-
isfied with this or that\aspect of their family day care homes
without projecting directions that the relationships may take in
the future is/to render a wvery limited presentation of the dynam-
ics of parent/caregiver relations. . -t ' ‘

Basically two options are open to parents who

are dissatisfied. they ¢an terminate the relationship and
find other care for their child, or they can work with their
“present caregiver “to remedy perceived def{ciencies. Hutually .
_ satisfactory relationships may last a number of years,’ enduring
until the parent 8 neEdL dhange, the child's needs change (he‘* e
or she goes to a day care ‘center or to school, for exam;le),
or the caregiver ceases rendering day care services. Child care
arrangements involving relatives were generally: found, in the

caregiver component of this study, to endure longer. On the other

hand, there is some evidence, presented in Chaptér 5.0, - that




‘parents will quickly remove their childre frbm'day care‘g%mes
hat dre fundamentally objectionable to theh. .The relatively
’ high levels of satisfaction reported in the previdus section
may be the result of this quick termination by dissatisfied
‘parents. - ‘ .
‘ If the parent elects the other Option, and at- ’ i
tempts to deal with dissatisfactions by working with the caregiver _
to improve the level of performance, the availability of social
service resources for communication and confﬁict resolution will

4

likely have a direct effect upon. the probability of success.

¥

6.4.1 . parent/Caregiver Relationships

+
-~

- S—

g] One such potential resource that can facilitate

communicatiof about deficieficies and other problems is thf‘

£}

existence ¢f a personal relationship between parent and care- . \;

giver.~ &t may be useful. for the parent and caregiver to have’
v

-

known each other for some time prior to making the child care
jarrangement under study, althoggh the data show that a majdri—
ty of parents {63%) knew their caregivers only since pare beganﬂ - .
' (Tables 6.49A and'6.498). Typically, there was no pridr relation- |
ship, but' in most or the remaining cases in‘Ph(ladelphia and
San Antonio (67%) parents and caregivers knew each other at least -
one year pripr to the. arrangement, Most of the parents'who had \
this prior relationship were users 8f regulated or unregulated

care. This had been expected, since sponsored care is associated

yith agencies and other gocial institutions, while non-spon-

- T
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sored care is more dependent on friendship and kinship networks

N

‘within the community. Su port for this observation,was found

in the caregiver data which ‘examined the caregivers' community

ties and child'recruitment pkactices (Vol. II, AAI, 1980).%

_ Also as expected, Black and Hispénic parents were somewhat

more likely to have known their caregivers for more than one

. year prior to the initiation of care. This may be explained in

.parg byvtfxe higher incidence of care by a relative among Black
‘and Hispanic pargﬁts and, in general, by the more- clpsely main-
tained‘ériéndshié and kinship networks'withiﬁ Bfack and Hisbaﬂic
lower class communities (Billingsley, 1968)°

The garent/éaregiver relationship was examined

L]

further. Of the 270 parents in the study sample who used non-

-

relative care, fully one-third said they had a close personal
friendship with their caregiver; 54% des;ribed\their relation-
@hip‘as one_of casuaf ﬁriendship;.and 13% said the relationship
was businesslike (Tables 6.SQ£ and 6.50B). Predictably, the

closeness of thé‘relationship was inversely'related to the de~-

gree of regulation, with close personal friendships occurring

-

more frequently among parents usfng unfegﬁTﬁEgg care, (38%)

than among those using regulated’care (31%) or spgnsored care
(29%). Moreover,~£hege was considerable interethﬁic differenéé,
with ;lose persenal fr;endships reportea more fééquently among
Hispaniqs (22%) than among Blacks (33%) or Whites (26%). Almost

all parents in Los Angeles were satisfied with the degree of

their communication with their caregiver. |

- . . »
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"tions. Eﬁlenk however, has observed that 'arrangements between

. problems wigh that care. Though arrangemeénts invo*;ing relatives

‘suggests that there may. be an inverse relationship between

'caregiver study component, parents and caregivers generally

.o ‘This considerable degree of personal relationship
betweeh parents and caregivers may facilitate commuhication on

problems that could otherwise evolve 1nto parental dissatisfac-

-~

friends are destined to be’ﬁraught with tension™ (Emlen, Donog7‘
hue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 290.)~The closeness %; éhe’relation;

A - ¢
ship may detract from the ahility of parent and caregiber to . _—

resolve differences. One such situation may arise between ,

; \ e s
parents and caregivers who are relatives, particularly when

the caregiver.is the mother of the parent. InterViewers in Bos’

v -

Angeles sensed that many parents whose children were cared for

by their mothers or mothers-in-}aw were-reluctant-to discuss

typipally endure longer than othersﬁ@a% noted in the caregiver

study)’, they ma§ be subject to some tension when communication

concerning problems is restricted. . . .

o

About half of the parenmts in Philadelphia and San

Antonio (51%) said they had asked their. céregivers ﬂbr advice -
on childrearing (Tables 6.51A ana 6.51B). Though there was lit-
tle difference by ethn1c1ty, parents using unregulated homes

4

tended to seek .advice from the garegiver most often, and those

. . - » } ' -
using sponsored homes sought sdvice least often. This tendency

the degree of regulation and the openness of the‘oonversation

between parent and caregiver, even though, according to the




~
in;icated that good ¢ommunicati OA‘between them was des&rable.
This may -be partially attributable to the hlgher incide;ée Si
, of care by relatives in the nen-sponsored'ﬂome categories. In
addition, 84% of reepondéﬂts said it”;asiimportant-for parent&
and caregivers ¥o agree on basic childrearing values, with’

. little difference among parents by ethnicity or regulatory
status STables 6752A and's.SZB); indeed, 80% of study parents,
again with little differentce by,bthnicity or regulatory status,

. did agree with their caregivers (Pables 6.53A and 6.53B). The
o bbv{oué“@shclusion,ie i‘it parents gen€rally believed that their
c;regiVErs agreed with them oﬁ important aspects of childrearing,
and they Selieved'this te be impor ~JIn affirmation of these
beliefs, many of the parents reported seeking advice from care-
givers on this subject. : -~
‘ It is informative to'further examine data from
those parents reporting disagreement with their caregivers on
childrearing values.
" Eighteen percent, or 41 parents, said their ideas
on raising children differed from these of their caregivers.
Of these, 85%, or 35 parents, tried to work out their differ-
ences, and 69% succeeded. Either caregivers finally accepted-
the parents' vibws (51%) or- parents came around to the views
of the caregivers (17%).g"Ten parehts (29%) reported their
differences unresolved. The key area og’disagreement cited by
the 41_respondents was discipline. -
Parents reported that they most often asked their

, caregivers about the child's behavior during the day, and informa-

R52
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tion in this area from caregivers was most helpful and most impor-
tant to them. , '
Ny - .

’ anakly, 67% of the respondents 1n thladelphla .

and San Antonio sa1d they agreed with their careglvers most of
the time. Twenty-six percent reported agreement all the time,

and 7% said they agreed sometlmes. For 79% of the parents thesed

conversations centered on their children rather than on personal -

or soc1a1 1ssues.

+

\“‘ .~ —In summat1on, parent/caregiver re1at1onsh1ps may

. <
[y

constitute a resource for resolutlon of parental d15sat1sfact1ons,
A

thougn the picture is ,not entirely clear. .In unregulated and
. i ‘a .
regulated homes, parents seemed to rely gn friendship and kinship

relations for finding family day care, and parents may have
had a friendship with the caregiver which antedated the child ,
care arrangement and which could be used as a resource for

the resolution of parental dissatisfaction.

Parents using sponsored .care were friends with

their caregiver less frequent1§, but these arrangements often

« . Offered othev) institutional resources that fac111tated.com-"

r

municatlons between parent and.careglver ands ‘presumably,

-

‘e

amelioration of parental dissatisfaction. Further investigation |

to assess these issues would require additional data.

- 6.5 Parental Attitudes Toward Childrearing

Though not a focal question in this research,

the distribution of childrearing attitudes among study parents

.
° - -

.
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is of some interest, as it offers potential explanations for r
patterns in the distribution of other, more central variables.

, ‘ . Respondénts in Philadelphia and San Antonio were
administered a series of 27 qguestions adapted from Kohler'
Maternal Attitude Scale. These items were scaled continuooaly
80 tnat they could be subjeqted to forms 'of statistical analysis
based on Pearson's r. Respondents were asked “to indicate, for

a series of assertions, their agreement or disagreement scaled

on five points from “agree strongly" to 'disagree strongly.'

It was anticipated that‘%ome differences in childrearing atti-

T e

tudes might appear among parents qf different ethnicities. It
was o;nsidered possible that there might aiso be differences
among parents using‘sponsoged[ regulated, and unregulq;ed homes.
fhis part of the péient component of the National
Day Care Home-Study could well be subjectéd to'infdepth analysis
and of itself constitute a major study. 'The_present analysis seeks
only-to review basic patterns briefly in order to identify con-
stellations of apparent opinions and predispositions, most notably
‘as they may relate to other aspects of parental preferenoes con=-

¢
-

sidered elsewhere in the analysis. e findings in the section

are very terntative. the patterns in this

However, in general,
sub—section of the parent stndy, conducted in Philadelphia and
San Antonio, conform to the patterns discerned in other data.

In particuiar, an examination of the distribntions of the respon-
ses reveals two major~dimensions in the structure of'parental _

=

attitudes, an educational dimension and an authoritative one.
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6.5.1 . Parental Concerns with Education ~

“

A

Both ethnic and regulatory status differences

// are apparent in these data‘from San Antonio and Philadelphiat
/é Those patrents using sponsored‘homes seemed more interested in
the intellectual develqpment of ‘their children than fhose -
’ usiné homes of other regulatory types. They were more eager
to begin teeching young children at an early age, more interested
in having children prepared for school and taught use%ul
intellectual skills, and more likely to helieve thft teeching
yohng children colors and numbers is important to their later
success in school. - .
among parents of differing ethnicities, the most .
general pattern seemed to be that, while White parents were more .
eager to hegin teaching‘children at'an early age, Blacks and

) Hispanics were more emphatic about education generally~. Con- :

sistent with this, White parents seemed to believe that yound

children undérstand‘more of what is said tc them than Blacks -
believed they do, and Black parents more than Hispanics. Black
and Hispanic parents were more interested in having caregivers
prepare young chleren for school than were Whites. Hispanic
arents were more 1ns1stent than were Whites about the importance
of teaching things that would be useful. Correlat1Ve to this,

more White than Hispanic parents, and more Hispanic than Black -
\;"s

ents, believed that learning music and dance ig more fun thén
,lfij::n?hgpbasic intellectual skills. Horeover, more White and |
Hispanic parents than Black parents,thodght it more important

N
to teach young children to share than to know the ‘alphabet.

ERIC | . &3 - 255 - -




Authority.
- . p

The preferences of parents for a free or a con-
trolled environment within the family day care home were related
elsewhere in this report.

essentially the same phenomenon,

Concern with authority, which is

is the other major dimension
of the data on §arental childrearing preferences. A key SL_;K/
tion in this regard is whether parents believe that the most

inportant thing for young children to learn is to obey, adults.

. others.

Black and Hispanic parents tended to believe this more often
than Whites, and parents using sponsored care more often than

Similarly, parents using sponsored care tended more

often to believe in the importance of discussing wrongdoing

directly with the child, while Black parents believed so more
often than Whitea. Black parents anq those nging sponsored care
also felt more strongly than others that the caregiVer ghould
plan daily activities.

On the related issue of personal clean-
liness, Black and Rispanic parents more often believed it impor-

tant to keep young children clean and neat than did Whites.

’

Blacks and Hispanics, more often than Whites, beliéved it more
important to let‘children'expiore than to protect them. On the

qguestion of discipline, there was wide variation among parents

on whether or not naughty children should be spanked, though

a young child.

at the other end of that spectrum, White parents were less
likely to believe that too much parental affection will spoil

——t




.0of whatever ethnicity using sponsored homes. 'The other ideal-

”
’3 .
y .
. .

‘Conclusion: Sdbgeqted Ideal-Types

s

¥

From a first, very preliminary,-consideration of

these data on childrear@ttitudes, there'emérgéltwo ideal- &

1

typical patterns of childrearing practiceg. These patterns may

. >
be compared withgthe cqpceptua;‘grqpeworks generated by other

studies of these phenoh@na: and ﬁgﬁ serve as coﬁceptuai nodes
around which to organize further inquiry. One ideal;type is

the home that emphasizes directed'léarniné of intellectual skills
in an environment where author?ty i; firm but in which children
are enc9uréged to explore. ., Th ‘Seéms io summarize the concerns

L3

éﬁd preferences of Black and Hispanic parents, and of parents

type is the home in which socialization and sharing are empha-"
sized over intellectual development in an atmosphere of relative
freedéﬁ, and in which young childfzﬁ‘are‘protééted more than

they are encouraged to explore. This pattern seems to articulate

; the preferences of White parents as well as parents of whesgyer

ethnicity using regulated and unregulated care. These patterns

'are consistent with those diécbvered in other phases of the

‘analysis.

6.5.3 Rélqtionsbip'to Caregivers

-

As noted above, most parents think it is impor-
tant to agree with the caregivers”about childreariné, although,
despite their bejief that such agréeement exigts, most parents '
may not have detailed knowledge of their caregiver's actual

L
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childrearing beliefs andairactices. This matter may be of con-
. e F) " -
siderable interest to ‘parents once they understand that differ-
ences may exist between themselves and their caregivers, apd ~ .

-

» -should, therefore, be subjected to further analysis in addition-

al, more focused studies.’ , . ‘ .
6.6 ] Parental Attitudes Toward Aspects of
- Regulatioh -

#

‘ One way of viewing parents' childrearing atti-
tudes is through the lens of their attitudes tOWara the regula-
tion of family day care. In Los Angeles, parents were asked
which aspects of famlly day care they felt should be regulated.
:More than 90% of respondents saiénthey would like to sge care-
giver health (95%), aépects of home ;afety (95%), and/or the
numbers of children (93%) regulated in the family day care home
. (Table 6.54). These preferences are not surprlslng, as health,

safeéy,.énd group size are now the most frquently regulated
characteristics of family day care. A substantial percentage

" of parents also felt that child health (88%) and caregiver

Efuin;ng (82%) shoﬁld be regulatéd. Fewer felt tyat cédregiver

" experience (73%)'and3careg}ver age (59%) were appropriéke for

reéulation. Only 44% of the respondents in Los Angeles felt

13

caregiver education was appropriate for regulation; 42% said
5
the age mix of children should be regulated.

3 It should be noted that no predominantly social
aspect of'family day care was deemed appropriate by the parents

for regulation. Thisamay suggest one of two'things.'Either

f 6-40 *




' ,
patents do not believe ;he sodiai dynamicé of family day care
to be reéulatable; or‘they1do nét want these é;ucial aspects of
their child's experience in care to be subjected to regulation. N
singe the childrearing pragtices of the'caregiver constituté
- tﬂe main-inggtnal social dynamic of family déy_caré} pare;ts
may want more conprol over these aspects of éay éare them~-
selves, without intervenfion by goYfrnmental or other éutgfde i
authorities. On the other hand, many parents may ndét be intensely
v interested in the childrearing practiceg of their caregivers '
so long as nothing outlandish takes place, such as episodes
of child abuse, and so long as thé caregiver is,;eiiable and

available when .needed. - . ‘ ‘ : .

-

€’7 Ql\_,_ Summary ‘
. . -
This section is a Eonsolida;ed review of the ) <
> : .
findings and presents some speculations concerning parental
expectations of and satisfaction with family day care arrange-
ments. B . -

6.7.1 Parental Priorities
“ . )

/

o Cg%egiver reliability was the need most often
mentioned. 7 c
o The next most prominent %Eed was to have children
develép their ,conceptual and linguistic abilities
B ’ through the direqte; efforts,of caregivers., L e
o Also prominently mentioned were the needs to have

: =
children well cared-for (the most general level of -

({ N | \,'6?4‘1 259‘= N ‘ "
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C e concern), and to have emotional suppowmt provided

. -/)/ to them.

-~ ' \2 fl N i < @
o*»Other needs mentioned were for socialization, a

L]

home-like atmosphere, good discipline, “aasafe*and

~ clean environment, and the learning of physgfal
. %
skills. . - .

~
-

* i > : &’\. N
o ‘'Asked about the special needs of children, par-

ents most frequently Zaid thei

to "be ‘with othér children,'infant re was the
® ! !v’ '
other most prominently featured special need

L 4

;About two~-thirds (67%) of the parents who indi-

i . - 2
"catéd special needs said these needs were shtisfied

° “ " ) -
all of the timey an additional 23% said they were

T satisfied most of the time.

AN

——

-~

s - 9.

Location, Physicai Characteristics; and Nutrition -

.

. 4. : .
o A majority of parents used homes that were

more than a few blocks away, with Whit® parénts

more likely to use agdistant home than either:
<

placks dr Hispanics. Parents were generally

satisfied with these locations.

)

o More than 90%_0% the respondirg parents were
.-+ satisfied with the physical characteristics
- of day care homes, including the “amount of
space,’ the lighting, the’ temperature, and the 3
cleanliness. Despite this general satisfac-‘
\

tion, that 10% of parents were digsatisfied

C - »
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wifth certain dharacteristicg of "their day care
environment suggests that parehts'shouldrbe par-
- %ticularly viéilantuébout theese matée;s when éxam—
inigglhom% . S
o. Nearly 15% of pafenéé relfiﬁg on caregiversl
for food for theig.childreh were dissatisfied
with some aspect of.this service. The child's,

. daily eating habits while in care emerged as

Ed
. <
’JE;*//; major area of concern to parents.
- '] . / -

Group Composition N

o Group size was important to most parents.

‘ Parents were overwhelmingly satisfied on this .

-

score, with only 15% saying there were "too
3, few children and 5%,saying there were toom.
o Most parents (60%) preferred a day care group
that ﬁncluded'a mix of ages rfthef'ghan one in

L . i‘
" which all children were of the same age. Most

. - . " .
parents (86%) were satisfied with this aspect
o i . S
A? - ~ " . of care: /
- . : . P
@ . The Caregiver . "
~ / s

) - %
o Parents preferred experienced caregivers rather ’
v\ t -
ﬁbqn those with appropriate college degrees and

‘t

‘ “ little or ha~experience, when-forced to make a
. » .

- Ve

" choice between two hypothetical providers.

" Y ’ ‘ ‘ ) . ' .‘; |
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o - Parents overwhelming;y believed that their care-
. givers would be unlikely to leave the children
nsupervised. ‘ ) q
o :1? in five parents (20%) said their child had
" been in an accident while ip.family day care,
either with the current canegiver or‘élth a

‘prev1ous one. —~ e
o The overwhelmlng number of parents said it
was important ﬁon,§greement te exist between’ .
themselves and caregivers on matters of child-
'discipline., ‘ .
o Almost all-parents (92%) cited as important
;?e ability and.willingness of the careg?ver
' to accommodate them regarding_drop—off and
- pick-up times; 97% sadd the.caregiver's avail-
ability to provide care as needed was important.
Only 51% of reeponding parents, however, said
their caregigers Qere‘always availablg wh%n "
needed. Hlspanic parents were more likely to
. report theigvcareg1ver avallable as needed than
Black dt W;ite parents. g | o
o Most parents said it was important for care-
givers not_ to substitute other"caregivers
* for, themselves. But while 'a such a substi-
J tution may in some instances.ercde the

quality of care through the substitution

. N
Y
- EE
A
.
o Dy 2
.
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of a less qualified‘caregivef) it may alsé'
‘enhance the quality of care by providing

. covefage when the caregiver is absent for
vacatisn, illnéss, or other reasons

o Very few parents (only 4% of Phiiadefphia and

San Antonio respondents) reported their care-
giver less reliable than desired, with White
and Black parents,gore likely to indicate a

problem than Hispanics. =

Activities "

a -

o Fifty-eight of the 243 respondents in Philadel-

»

LY

\4
.

phia and San Antonio reported dissatisfaction .
with-their child's activities in day care.
‘More than one-half (52%) of thesé, or some:
12% of the total, said ihey,would pré}er more
emphasis on the development of the conceptual
and linguistic skills of their children, while
a further 19% expreésed an interest.in more
emphasis on the development of physical skills.:
o Blacks‘énd Hispanics éended to prefer that care-
. ngvers direct the child's choices‘and activities
more often than did White respondenis.
o Nearly three out of.four (71%) parénts in Phil-
_ade;éhia and San Antonio preferred arhome in

which learning,ﬂrather than play activities,

S . 263
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wés emphasized. Black and Hispan19 parents
.(74%.and 93%, ﬁespeétively) preferred the learn-
ing environment more often than did White parents.
Differences among ethnic groups may reflect

the value minorities place on education as a

vehicle for upward mobility in this society.

Special Services Provided in the Home

>

Parents noted the significant limitations on’the
special services, such as weekend or overnight
care, available from the family day carg-homes
in ?he,study sampf;.thThis seems\to suggest

that family day care, inle more flexible than
center-based or other more é;guc;ured forms

éf care, is not always ab flexihlé as some-
perceived it to be. Special sefv;ces that are
institutionaily oriented, such as family or
employment cqQunselling, are apparently more

readily available -in the environmént asso- -

ciated with sponsored homes.
Vs

Overall Expectations and Satisfactions

One-half (51%) of the Philadelphia and San Antonio
respondents reporéed unexpecteds benefits from

family day care.




-

®

]

0 One in ten (11%) said they had had a negative
egperience wiph family day care. .

o) Oéerall, parents felt their children received
substangial benefits from family day care. Sixty-
two percent of the parents .in Philadelphia and
San Antonio mentioned the opportunity to socialize
with other children.

0 Ninety-eight percent of the Philadelphia and San
Antonio parents said their child had a loving
or friendly attitude toward their caregiver.

" 0 A substantial majority said they would ;ecom-

mend their caregiver to a friend.

6.7.2 Resources to Remedy Deficiencies

P#¥ents having'problems'with their day care
arrangements have a choice; either they can ée;ﬁinate the
arrangemenés and seek other care, or they ;an work with their
current caregiver to ameliorate'yhe difficulties. _

. The first option was discussed in Chap%er 5:0;
the probability of sqccess with the second would be related
to the availability of resources tp assist pgrents and care-

givers, and to those aspects of their relationship which con-

tribute to problem solving and hence stability. These issues

wére, of course, béyond the scope of thi study. However,

parents in Philadelphia and San Antonio were observed to in-

_teract effectively with their caregiver to resolve conflicts,

even though there typically was no prior relationship before

o~




A4 - -
. -
’r
. \ -
L4
4

»

care began. Fully one-third of the 270 respondents described
their relationshop with their caregiver as close personal
&frrendshlp, 54% descrlbed it as a casual frlendsth.
) o Parents percelveq_that they and their cqpe—
giver had ;imilar childrearing values;
this was important to most parents. Only 18%
indicated differences, and most were able to
‘resolve these differences satisfactorily,
though a substantial percentage (29%) said
their differences of view gtill remained.
o Discipline was a key area of disagreement,
k\\\ , and parents asked their provider most often
about;their child's behavior during the day.
-0 The majority of parents reported agreement with
their caregiver on most things they discussed.
These conversations focused on the child in
care. : '
These figdings suggest, as Emlen concluded, that "most
users and givers of family day care appear to have the social
competence to manage the relationships involved and to achieve

what they want in an arrangement despite the strains that are

also invol?ed" (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 289).

6.7.3 . Childrearing Attitudes of Parents

_In general, the patterns of attitudes discovered

-, , -

conform to patterns discerned in other parts of the data. Two
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major features emergéd in the structure of these attitudes: an
educational_dimeﬁsion and an auﬁhoritat;ve dimension.
o] .Thohgh most parents were concerned with the
- development of their child's conceptual 529 ! . 7
. li%guistic skills, Blacks and Hispanics tended
‘ to place greater emphasis on.this development.

© ‘Black and Hispanic parents seemed to prefer

, child care homes that emphasize directed
learning of intellectual skills in an envi-
romment where authorjty is firmh but in which
children are encouraged to exploref J &

o 'White parents, on the other hand, m;re often
prefgrred\homes in which socialization and
'sharing are emphégized over conceptual and N
linguistic skiii‘gevglopment; in their viéw ) .o
this socialization and sharing should océur
in an atmosphere ok relatiée freedom in
which young children are\pretecped more than

they are encouraged to eéplqre.‘

*

! Other Indicators of Parental Attitudes
Toward Childrearing Practices

4
’

o In a furkher indication of attitudes to;ard
childrearing practices, parents in ﬁos Angeles
expressed some strong feelings that health,
.home safety, numbers.of children, and certain

. gaFon-social aspects of the day care home are

LY




¢ épproprlate for regulation. Comparatively few
parents thought the programmatic aspects of day

care should be regulated.
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NOTES

Among the most important selection factors for users of

family day' care in the Unco study were that the caregiver
~be reliable, that the envirpnment be clean and safe, that
% the caregiver be "warm and \loving," and that the child

like the care (Vol. III, Table 4-~18). ‘ :

In the Und® study, about one-third of all home users
expressed concern about children not being fed properly

in group care arrangements. This concern for nutrition

was most strongly expressed by Blacks (Vol. III, Table 3-72
and 73).

Parents in the Unco survey felt that ratios in family

a care: homes should be more stringent than in centers
(Yol. III, Table 6-32). Most users of unrelated family day
care (60%) and centérs (91%) felt that ratios should be )
regulated by the government.

Over 90% of the family day care users in the Unco study
were "satisfied" or "very satisfied" with their arrange-
ments (Vol. I, Table 5-3).

In the Unco study, a majority of unrelated family day care
users felt that the following aspects of family day care
should be regulated: cleanliness and sanitation, food

and nutrition, fire and safety, staff/child ratios, and .
the health of both staff and children (Vol. III, Table
6-20).

ot




Table 6.1: PARENTAL PRIORIT{ES FOR CHILD CARE
* BY REGULATORY STATUS*

PHILADELPHIA AND gAN ANTONIO

]

N = 233
PARENTAL : I : '
"PRIORITIES Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Reliable caregiver " 17 24 29 70
(26%) (29%) (35%) ‘ (29%)
Learning gognitive/ 22 19 21 62
linguistic skills (33%) (23%) (25%) (26%)
Child well - 18 19 19 56
cared for (27%) (23%) (23%) (23%)
Good nutrition 11 20 21 52
(17%) (24%) (25%) * (21%)
Emotional support ‘10 22 18 50
; (15%) (27%) (21%) . - (21%)
Home-like 15 19 12 46
atmosphere r £(23%) (23%) (14%) (19%)
Socialization ‘ 13 21 12 ] 46
. (20%) (25%) (14%) (19%)
Good discipline 11 15 17 43
(17%) (18%) - (20%) (18%) .
Safe, clean 13 14 9 36
environment (20%) (17%) (11%) (15%)
Learning physical 7 12 * 11 30
physical skills (11%) (14%) (13%) - (12%)
TOTAL . 66 83 84 ‘ 233
RESPONDENTS ) ,
2

*Because multiple responses may occur for eacli respondent, totals may be greater than the number

of usable responses.
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Table 6.2: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR CHILD CARE BY REGULATORY STATUS*

LOS ANGELES
N =105
PERCENT MENTIONING ;
PARENTAL
PRIORITIES Sponsored Regulated |  Unregulated TOTAL
Emotional support 15' 19 © 10 44
for child (43%) (50%) (31%) (42%)
Safe, clean place 7 13 8 28
for child (20%) (34%) (25%) v (27%)
Caregiver is 2 . 8 10 ‘ 20
dependable, (6%) (21%) (31%) (19%)
reliable
Educational . 7 4 4 15
training for child " (20%) (11%) (12%) (14%)
Good nutrition ' 5 ‘ 6 4 ‘ 15
¢ (14%) (16%) (12‘%:) (14%)
Suitable, flexible 4 4 6 ’ 14
hours - (11%) (11%) (18%) (13%)
[ R '
Good discipline 3. 3 0 6
(9%) (8%) (0%) (69)
Convenient 1 1 1 3
transportation (3%) (3%) (3%) (3%)
_ Personality 1 1 0 2
~ - compatible (3%) (3%) (0%) (2%)
Provides special 0 0 1 1
services , (0%) | (0%) (3%) (1%)
Other 3 | 1 3 7
(9%) (3%) (9%) (7%)
TOTAL 35 ’ 38 32 N =105
RESPONDENTS . .
3 - ’

-

NOTE: ‘There were 101 initial respc;nses an additional 54 obtained
by a second probe, making a total of 155 responses.

*Because multiple responses may oceur for each respondent,
totals may be greater than the number of usable responses.
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Table 6.3: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR GHILD CARE
/ BY ETHNICITY* -

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO N

-

) ' N =234

PARENTAL' 4 ‘
PRIORITIES White .+ ' Black ° Hispanic - TOTAL
Reliable caregiver 35 1 23 12 70
: ‘ . (34%) (27%) (26%) - (30%)
Learning cognitive/ 21 22 17 © 60 .
linguistic skills (20%) . (26%) (381%) (26%)
Child well 32 15 R 56
cared for ' (31%) + (18%) (20%) (24%)
Good nutrition 18 20 BT 51

: (17%) L (24%) (28%) - (22%)
Emotional support - 28 - 10 ) 10 - 48

' (27%) ~ (12%) < (22%) (21%)

- Home-like - I 13 7 46
atmosphere {25%) (15%) (15%) (20%)
Socialization - 22 13 9 uo |

(21%) (15%) (20%) . (19%)
Good discipline 20 12 10 . 42 \
. (19%) 1 (14%) (22%) (18%)
Safe, clean 17 13 ' 4 34
environment (16%) (15%) “(9%) . (15%)
p 7 .
Learning physical 4 9= ‘16 29
skills - (4%) (11%) — (35%) (12%)
) TOTAL 104 \ 84 46 . N=234

~S

* Because multiple responses may oceur for each respondent, totals may be greater than the
number of usable responses. :




Table 6.4: PARENTAL PRIORITIES FOR CHILD CARE

BY ETHNICITY
, LOS ANGELES
\ N = 105
NUMBER AND PERCENT MENTIONING ( in 2 Probes)" ‘
PARENTAL' ’ ’ TR
PRIORITIES Black Hispanic White TOTAL
Emotional suppor 11 10 23 44
for child . (38%) © (29%) _ (56%) (42%) .
Safe, clean 7 14 7 28
place for child (24%) (40%) ¢ Q%) (27%)
Caregiver 4 9 . 7 20
dependable (14%) (26%) (17%) s (19%)
reliable . .
Educational 6 4 5 ~15
training for child (21%) (11%) (12%) (14%)
Good nutrition 3 11 1 15
. (10%) (31%) ¢ (2%) (14%)
Suitabte, % 2 ‘ ~ 10 - 14
flexible hours (7%) (6%) (24%) . (13%)
Good diseipline 1 T2 3 8
(3%) (6%) (7%) (6%)
Convenient 2. -0 . | s 3
tFansportation (7%) (0%) b (2%) (3%)
Personality 0 1 1 S _m P
compatible (0%) (3%) (2%) (2%) T
Provides special 0 0 1 1 £
services (0%) (0%) (2%) (*%)
Other 2 2 3 ¢ 7
. (7%) “(6%) (7%) (7%)
) S
TOTAL 29 '35 41 N = 106=- .

-

NOTE: There were 101 inftfal responses and an additional 54
obtained by a second probe, making a‘total of 155,

*Less than 1%

.~
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. _ = 7 Table 6.5: SPECIAL NEEDS OF'CHILDREN ¢
L o BY REGULATORY STATUS* ° : ‘ N
N \ PHILADELPHIA ANBSAN ANTONIO
e S ' ' N =243
NEED . . Sponsored Regulated Unregulated . TOTAL
. ’7 N * - vy, : .
/ M U % - - ot )
\Y,Be with other 14 e 2% 24 65 ) /)
children . F (21%) B1%) - | (27%) [ (27%)
* Infant eare. . 6 13 RV 31
"¢’ and tending (9%) © O (15%) (14%) , ‘(1396)
. R - PN . .
Bé with ! 3 ' ORI RS U 18
other children . (4%) ) ; ((496) : (12% r(7%)
h‘is/her age : o a
. Medication s~ 5 3 1w
- | % Co (%), o @B% - (6%) )
. Special diet <-' 3 2 - S ; 8
. . T (4%) (2%) - (3%) (3%)
\ . _
. - “ .t h P 7. .
Overactive PN 2 L1 -1 2 ( 4
) (3%) (1%) +(1%) 2%, .
wm ~ st e R Y _
To be fed "2 "0, 2 ' 4
¢ L (3%) (0%) 4(2%) (2%)
N - . , - . B . .
: Other emotiongl. | -~ 0 y' 2 .0 - T2
~  problems : (0%) . (2%) e (0%) . 1%)
. - - "L . - . * .
Tobe '~ - 0 - 0 - d 0 2 2
toilet trained -t (ofa) e 0%) - 2% . Xn%)
' Learning disabflity |' .- 1 0 s 0 1
- T aw) (0%) - (0%) . (-1%)%*
Mental ‘handicsp’ 1 o 3 | .
@ W - (%) - (Wi T (0%) (-1%)** <
’Qggremve 7 0 ; 0 o 0
(0%) 4/'\ %/ o (0%) ~ (0%) .
. . : [ . &
Other - - . i . . ~ 0 . . 1 oo
. y Q. .(1%) . (0%) . (0%) (_1%)3* “
h@ ) .‘ C Y ‘.{' . o, ' , §‘
S TWTAL - et . | 88 _ . 88 e © N=243
. RESPONDENTS - : . - T
’ *Because multiple responses may oceur for each respondem, T . WE - e

totals may be greater than the humber o@sable responses.

._ .uL&eathanl% i . ‘ L . o
FEEN , . :;’f o b, . \ | S .
SR IPI | o
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' Teble 6.6: SPECIAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN BY ETHNICITY .
o g ;. PHILADELPHIA ANDSAN ANTONIO*
’ & . i [y ) ! , _
/ N =235
* NEED . Whitg. Black ' |.  Hispanic TOTAL
Be with : 38 5.} 9 . 82
other children 436%) (18%) * (20%)  (26%)
, . . .. ‘ .
Infant care £ . 6 .10 29
-.and tending (12%) : (1%) (22%) (12%)
. ” . .
Be with 8 .9 0 17 .
other-children . (8%) 1 o (11%) (0%) 7%)
his/her age . ' P,
_Medication : 6 6 g .14 B
‘ (6%) (7%) (4%)" (6%)
Speckl diet ’ " 3 B IS T | 8
: (4%} (4%) Ry, (2%) ~ - (3%) \
& ’, ‘ , , \
To be fed . 1 : 1 2 . |- & -
‘ SN (1%) 4%) (2%)
- Overactive " 2 ‘ 10 . 1 .3
(2%) Cow 2%) . (%)
/TO be ' . 0 ‘ .1 . 1 : 2- - 3
toilet trained ~ - (0%) < (1%) (29) - - (1%)
Other emotional -2 0 i 0 , _ y v
problems (2%) (0%) ) (0%) ‘ (1%)
Learning disability 0o e 7| 0 S
- . (0%) . (2%) © o (0%) ~ (1%)
. M_enta.ltmndica?\ 0 ,k 1 oo 0 gl T
: (0%) L aw (0%) (9 , .
Other<’ : o, 7| o . - 1, :
o E 0> S (1%) T (0%) (+%) .
s Aggressive ' S0 . 0o - 0’ .0
, , - 0%) - (0%) 3 0%) - (0%)
— — = ‘
.'TOTAL ] 105 1 . 84 - 46 N = 235
~ . ” RESPONDENTS 5. . .
‘:W * Because multiple responses may oceur for‘each repondeﬂ'(;@ : - ]
totals may be greater than number of usable responses. .. [~ i - el
*+ Loss than 1% A - ) T :
L A : 6F BN ’
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FREQUENCY WITH WHICH CAREGIVER MET CHILD'S SPECIAX. NEEDS

-t

Table 6.7A:
BY REGULATORY STATUS
al PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO N =101
NEEDS MET Sponsered " Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
All the time 13 (19%) 32 (47%) 23 (34%) 68 \.
. . (57%) (82%) 5  (59%) (67%)
Most of 6 (26%) 6 (26%) 1 11 (48%) 23
the time . (26%) (15%) (28%) (23%) -
Some of 3 (50%) 1(17%) 2 (33%) 6
the time (13%) (3%) (5%) (6%)
. ‘ : A .
Never 1 (25%) 0(0%) - 3 (75%) 4
%_ (4%) (0%) - (8%) (4%)
TOTAL 23 (23%) 39 (39%) Teew | wp)
- % i §
Table 6.7B: PREQUENCY WITH WHICH CAREGIVER MET CHILD'S SPECIAL NEEDS
. BY ETHNICITY
5 PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO | N = 95
NEEDS MET ’ Black White Hispani\ TOTAL
All the time 18 (28%) 39 (60%) 3 (19%) A 65
. (60%) _, . (16%) (57%) (68%)
Most Qf- 6 (27%) 11 (50%) 5 (23%) 22
the time \ . (20%) (22%) (\35%) (23%)
Some of 4 (67%) ¢ “ 1(17%) 1(17%) "
the time (13%) (2%) - (7%) -(6%)
'« Never ' 2 (100%) 0(0%) 07(0%) 2
* (7%) no (0% e (0%) -(2%)
/ , X L . ¥ -4 . . .
TOTAL 0(30% .| L S1G4%) g . |\ 14 (15%) ™
T P ‘Q ‘g v ‘




' Table 6.8A: PROXIMITY TO CAREGIVER
BY REGULATORY STATUS

' _ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N = 243
/‘ .‘
PROXIMITY ° .| sponsored Regulated . |. Unregulated TOTAL
. Same building 0 (0%) 1(17%) © 5(83%) - 6,
: - (0%) < (1%) - (6%) (2%) »
Same block C4(12%) 11 (33%) 18 (55%) 33
, (6%) (13%) (20%) (14%)
Withina . 16 (26%) . | . 24 (39%) 22 (36%) 62
few blodks . (24%) . (27%) L (25%) (26%)
~ More than a | a1 (33%) §231%) 43 (30%) 142
* “few blocks (70%) (59%) (49%) (58%)
. ' . <
TOTAL 67 (28%) L 88 (36%) < 88(36%) = [% ' 243
-3 ' |
. ) »
- , - Table6.88: PROXIMITY TO CAREGIVER
: BY ETHNICITY
) PHIPADELPHIA RND SAN ANTONIO q
« ' N = 235
~ . ) T - : ) 4 - .
PROXIMITY White . Black '\  Hispanic - TOTAL
Same building | 23%) 2 (33%) C 2(3%) 6
R (@%) . (2%) BN (3%)
" Sameblock 10 (32%) 14 (45%)" . 7(23%) . 31 \
| - (10%) - (17%) < (15%) ©(18%)
.« Withina 21 (35%f 29 (48%) 107% | - 60,
. few blocks T (20%) 7 (35%) (2% . | (26%)
. _ . o \
. More thana” - | 72(52%) - 39 (28%) L 27 (20%) 138
. few blocks " (69%) E (46%) (59%) 3 - (59%)
) . . .
. > 'Q ) ) e \ﬁ . .
¢ TOTAL ,~ | wswsw |, oseew |1 s 285 N




-

Table 6.9A: REASONS FOR SATISEACTIONWI1TH CAREGIVER LQCATION )
. BY REGULATORY STATUS )

" PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO <

. - . - N = “5
REASONS Sponsored - Regulated Unregulated | TOTAL
Close to home 87 (25%) 53 (36%) 56 (38%) ) 148
7m (58%) (56%) (65%) . S (80%)
Close to 10 (28%) " 18(50%) - 822w g
employment (16%) (19%) (9%) ~ (15%)
’ Close o sibling 2 (17%) 4 (33%) 8 (50%)" - 12
.care/school T {3%) (4%) (7%) (5%)
) Neighborhood 3(30%) \ 3(30%) 4(40%) - 10 '
. qualitiss (%) (3%) - (6%) (“4%) -
‘ . Accembility 1@ |- 1@we 12 (29%) a .
. : through parent (18%) (18%) (14%) (17%)
transportation .
7y s - - - i F .
TOTAL 84(26%) | . 95(39%) 85 (35%) U5 - -

- ) Table 6.9B: REASONS FOR SATISFACTION WITH C‘JAREG!VER LOCATION
: , BY ETHNICITY

Pl_-lll.ADELPi'ﬂA AND-SAN ANT ONIO

N=238 |
REASONS | White Black Hispenic . TOTAL °
‘Close tohome ' | sT(o%) |  ss(e) .| so@w 142 .
, R B 1) (71%) (75%) (60%)
N Closeto . - 23 (88%) . e(17%) T e (l7%) %
- " employment© - . e (8%S (15%) (15%) ,
" Close tosibling - L-"1a0%) 2 (20%) 10
- ,. care/school ©(1%) (s%) - - %)
Neighbarhood 3 (33%) 0 (0%) 8
v qualities (%) (0%) : (4%)
Accessibility 13 (32%) 2 (5%) 40 s
through parent  ~ (17%) (5%) (17%).
transpartation ‘ * .
TOTAL . 1n8(50% I (3% | 40 (17%) 236
.. . ‘Rspmmbegmmuunmmbeofmmnm )

ofmuluphrupm ) . . '
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% Toble 6.10A; SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF SPACE BY REGULATORY STATUS ™~
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

bd
H

: N =242
\ TYPEOF _ ‘
HOME Too Much Enough Too Little TOTAL
Space " Space Space L
Sponsored 1(2%) 60 (91%) 5 (8%) - 66 '?
{33%) (27%) (25%) (21%)
* Regulated 1 (1%) 77 (88%) 10 (11%) 88 ,
(33%) (35%) (50%) (36%). )
Unregulated 1(1%) 82 (93%) 5 (8%) 88 %
(33%) (37%) (25%) (36%) .
- N
- X - - = —_
“TOTAL 3 (1%) x 219 (91%) 20(8%) 242 -
7 Y —
y .

Table 6. IOB SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF SPACE BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

~ * N 231§ .
AMOUNT OF S N2
SPACE White Black Hispenic ' TOI\{L Soeu
’ Too much space 0 (0%) 1 (33%) 2(67%) 3 P
. - (0%) (196) (4%) (1% -
" Enough space 94 (44%) 78 (37%) 40 (19%) St NP
(80%) (93%) (8796) N2
. bl » [
Too little space 10 (53%) 5 (26%) / | 4@% , | Tas v
(10%) .. » (6% (9%) /\ - 8% - R
L 4 y . ',:. ) )’ ,.' " g :
» N . 4 ,‘- . . ~&:. e - -
TOTAL 1104 (44%) - 84(36%) . ° PR R - St
— ) N A e
Y ;- 7

*




L Tabla 6.11A: SA'HSFACTION WI'PH AMOUNT OF LIGHT BY REGULATORY STATUS

. .. .07, +  PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

PP i . N N = 243

. » HOME o Right Not TOTAL
- .o » Amount - ) P’iough

', ©*.sponisored 1 62 (83%) 5 (8%) 87
Ve LT RN (28%) . (25%) (28%)
<L Reguiated” 1T s2(83%) ' 6 (7%) 88
- , (37%) S G (38%)
e Unregulited . j 1800%) § (10%) - - 88
Jo i T (35%) - (45%) (36%)

T . {
'z*aqu : 223 (92%) " 20{8%) 243

N '] - * (’* ' . "
Sl Tabze 6 ma» SA'-I'ISFACTION WITH AM.OUNT OF LIGHT BY EYHNICITY
T e T PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO e

o ) . "-" ) . -3 .'1 : - o ' e N = 235
' ! L,
. LiGHT - " -] wnite | “Black | Hispanic. | TOTAL'

Rightamomt -+ * | sz | im%) 8% | 26
e | leexb® | (ea%) (92%) -

_ Not enough : 18 (68%) |3 (1 3 (16%) 19
i (12%) | @%) | (%) | . (8%)

e I -4 - . ‘: .
Yorar ¢ |-105 (4%5%) | 84 (38%)F 46 (20%) 235
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Tabls 8.12A: SBATISPACTION WITH TEMPERATURE BY REGULATORY STATUS

‘ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
. N = 243
- \
TYPE OF ,_ |
HOME Too Warm 1 Just Right Too Cold TOTAL
Sponsored 11%) 64 (36%) 2 (3%) Car
. - % | . (28%) | (%) | (28%)
“Regulated 8 (7%) 78 (89%) T 4(s%) \ - 88
= (43%) (35%) (67%)  (36%)
Unregulates 7 (8%)  81(92%) 0 (0%) 88
(50%) - (36%) (0%) O (36%)
R ror v A “‘1’4‘(636). W) - T 81{2%) 243

Teble 6.12B: SATISFACTION WITH TEMPBiATURE BY ETHNICITY

. PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO f’/—\ i
~ :
N =235
_ TEMPERATURE White ' Black Hispanic TOTAL
~ :\ ) . . ] ot -
Too warm - 9(68%) . 1(8%) 3(8%) T -8,
: S IR €1 B (1%) (1% - (8%)
Just right. . 94 (43%) 81(37%) | 43(20%) . |. 218
o (90%) (96%) - (93%) (83%)
Toocold . - 2 (50%) 2 (50%) _ 0 (0%) ‘ 4
: (2%) - - (2%) (0%) : (2%) -
- ' ‘
- ) . N - <
+ TOTAL | w08l | 84(38%) " 48(20%) | . 285




-0

Table 6.13A: SATISFACTION WITH CLEANLINESS BY REGULATORY STATUS
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

——

N = 242 o

‘ TYPE OF Clean Could Be “ Not TOTAL
Enough Cleaner Clean .
Sponsored 62 (94%) 4 (6%) 0 (0%) 66
(28%) o (21%) (0%) (27%)
" Regulated 80 (91%) 7 (8%) 1(1%) 88
: (36%) (37%) (50%) (36%)
Onregulated 79 (90%) 8 (9%) 1 (1%) 88
(36%) (42%) (50) . (36%)
POTAL . —- - |.—-221(91%) 119 (8%) 2 (1%) 242
- Table 6.13B: SATISFACTION#ITH CLEANLINESS BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
N = 234
- . '/—‘—“—’“’_‘
__frgw;—ééﬂmﬁ Black Hispanie ) . 'I‘OTAL ’
Clean enough 93 (44%) 80 (38%) 40 (19%) 213
‘ (89%) . (95%) (88%) (91%) i
Could be 10 (53%) 4 (21%) 5(26%) 19 - -
cleaner (10%) ° (5%) (11%) (8%)
Not clean 2 (100%) 0 €0%) 0 (0%) 2
, , (2%) ~ (0%) - ~- (0%) (1%)
-~ ' !
- T 7 -
TOTAL 10545%) —i 84(6%) | 4500%) ' 234
‘ ¥
3
- ) ‘-
— “ -
. Q0w /
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Table 6.14A: SATISFACTION WITH FOOD SEBVED BY REGULATORY STATUS
. %, PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO '

. N=172
- QUALITY OF ‘ ,
FOOD. Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
D .

Caregiver ser)“ee £ 10 (40%) 5 (20%) 10 (40%)

gome Y (18% - (8%) (18%) - (15%)

undesirable foods

4

Caregiver does 45 (31%) 56 (38%) 46 (31%)

not serve (82%) (92%) (82%) . (86%)

undesirable .

foods .

TOTAL 55 (32%) \ 61 (35%) 56 (33%)

! N '
Table a 14B: SATISFACTION WITH FOOD SERVED BY ETHNICITY
PRILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO -
e e U N=185

QUALITY OF _ ‘
\FOOD White * | Black Hispanic TOTAL

nger serves 13 (54%) . 9 (38%) 2 (8%)- J 24

(18%). - (14%) (7%) | (14%)
m)deeirable .
.~ >
) Caregiverdoes 60 (43%) 54 (38%) 27 (18%) 141

not serve (82%) (86%)- - (93%) (86%) _
undesirable ‘ : . ’ .
foods '
TOTAL 73 (44%) . 63 (38%) 29 (18%) 165 *




Table 6.15A: IMPORTANCE OF GROUP SIZE BY REGULATORY STATUS

\ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

y = 242
P
GROUPSIZE  '|  gyoneored * Regulated Unregulatez TOTAL
T Very 43 (31%) - 46 (34%) 48 (35%) 137
important (64%) (52%) © - (55%) (57%)
Of some 22 (24%) 37 (41%) 32 (35%) 91
important (33%) (42%) - (37%) - (38%)
Not . . 2(14%) 5 (36%) 7 (50%) 14
_important .. (3%) . (6%) (8%) (6%)
TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 87 (36%) © 242
Table 6.15B: IMPORTANCE OF GROUP SIZE BY ETHNICITY %
, PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO %
o - » _ N = 234
GB?;UE SZE White Black Hispanie TOTAL
Very 82 (47%) _4i@3%) | 26 (20%) 132
important (59%) _(52%) o (8%) (56%)
‘ot some | 38 (40%)  34(38%) . 19 (21%) 1. -se
(_ importance (34%) "(41%) (42%) (38%)
Not - - 7 (54%) 6 (46%) . 0(0%) 13-
important (7%) : (7%) (0%) (6%)
s N .
 TOTAL . . 105 (45%) 84 (36%) - 45 (19%) . 234




Table 6.16: SATISPACTION WITH NUMBER OF CHILDREN
BY REGULATORY STATUS

_PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

N =238
TYPE OF ,
HOME Too Right Not TOTAL
Many Number Enough ‘
Sponsored 2 (3%) 57 (85%) - 8 (12%) 67
. (18%) (30%) (23%) (28%)
~ .
. B.egulated 6 (1%) 72 (84%) 8 (9%) 86
‘ (55%) (37%) (23%) - (36%)
* Unregulated 3 (4%) 63 (14%) 19 (22%) 85
(27%) (33%) (54%) (36%)
TOTAL: - 11 (5%) 1192 (81%) 35 (15%) 238

4]
y
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Table 6.17A: CHOICE: CHILDREN SAME AGE
'AS TARGET CHILD V8. AGE MIX '
BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

Y

TYPE OF Same Age No Preference Age Mix ‘TOTAL
HOME \
Sponsored - 21 (31%) 5 (8%) 41 (61%) " 87
(25%) (46%) (28%) (28%)
+ Regulated 25 (29%) 5 (8%) © 57 (85%) 3 87
s (29%) (46%) (39%) (36%)
Unregulated 39 (44%) - 1(1%) 48 (55%) - 88 ,
(46%) (9%) (33%) 36N
TOTAL L/ 8.05%) 11 (5%) - 146 (60%) 242
C\ { ,'
Table s‘.ﬁb‘:\eéoxcm CHILDREN SAME AGE
AS TARGET CHILD VS. AGE MIX
BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
. N=234
ETHNICITY ,  jBame Age No Preference Age Mix TOTAL
White 28 (27%) 5 (5%) 71 (68%) 104
(34%) (45%) (50%) (44%)
Black' 39 (34%) 8 (7%) 49 (58%) 84
(35%) (55%) (35%) (36%)
Hispanie 25 (54%) . 0(0%) " 21 (46%) 46
- (30%) -, (0%) (15%) - (20%)
TOTAL 82 (35%) 11 (5%) 141 (60%) 234 -




" Table 6.18:, SATISFACTION WITH AGE MIX BY REGULATORY STA
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO )

. -

-

-t

&i]

TYPE OF
HOME
Too OMd | Right Age |Too Young
_Sponsored-‘ 1(2%) | 54(84%) 9 (14%)
(13%) (27%) (41%)
Regulated 1(1%) 78 (89%) 7 (8%)
' 3% |~ (39%) (32%)
Unregulated 6(8%) | 67(84%) | 6(8%)
: . (75%) (34%) (2795»
™\
TOTAL 8 (3%) 199 (86%) | 22 (9%)

4
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Table 6.19; PARENTAL PREFERENCE REC;A_RDII;IG AGE MIX BY REGULATORY STATUS

-]

) 'LOS ANGELES
h [}
N = 105
'PREPERENCE Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Samie age . 11 (28%) 12 (30%) 17 (42%) 0
_ eschild (31%) (32%) (53%) (38%) °
Older 5 (56%) 4 (44%) " 0(0%) .9
children (14%) (10%) (0%) (o%)
Mix of ages 11 (26%) 19 (45%) 12 (29%) 42
(31%) (50%) (38%) (40%)
K - -
No 8 (57%) 3 (21%) 3(21%) 14
preferences (23%) (8%) (9%) (13%)
. N
TOTAL 35 (33%) ;8 (36%) 37 (30%) 105




Table 6.20A: CHOICE: CAREGIVER WITH EDUCATION/ NO EXPERIENCE
) VS..CAREGIVER WITH LESS EDUCATION/MORE EXPERIENCE
« BY REGULATORY STATUS

" PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO' -

N = 238
TYPE OF . \ o
HOME Education No L&as Education -|  TOTAL
‘ No Experience Preference More Bxperience ‘
Sponsored 9 (1396{ 3 (5%) 55 (82%) 87
‘ ! . (27%) (33%) (28%) .(28%)
. , i . 4 - J .
Regulated 13 (15%) 1(1%) . 72 (84%) 86
, (38%) (11%) (37%) . (38%)
Unregulated 12 (14%) 5 (6%) 68 (30%) 85
' . (35%) (56%) (35%) (36%)
TOTAL Maa®) o | Vouw 185 (82%) 238
‘ A
Table 6.20B: CHOICE: CAREGIVER WITH EDUCATION/NO EXPERIENCE
s VS. CAREGIVER WITH LESS EDUCATION/MORE EXPERIENCE
BY ETHNICITY ,
" ' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
) \ ' \
N=230
ETHNICITY Education - No Less Education TOTAL
. ‘ "No Experience Preference More Experience
;/\ ’ ’ . '
: White 18 (18%) 3 (3%) 80 (79%) 101
. : (56%) - (33%) - (42%) (44%)
| Black L 12 (14%) 4 (5%) v 87(81%) L. 88 .,
= 7/ (38%) (45%) (35%) » (3696)___,
Hispanic t 2 (4%) 2 (4%) 42 (91%) - 46
T (6%) (22%) (22%) (30%)
- (
: 7 - K
TOTAL . 82 (14%) 9 (4%) ¢ . 189 (82%) 280
i *




¢

e 6.21Ai PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF LIKELIHOOD OF CAREGIVER
LEAVING CHILD UNSUPERVISED - )
BY REGULATORY STATUS

¢ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

-

, = 242
¥
LIK -
IRELIHOOD Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
A} ' - .
Very likely 1(25%) 2 (50%) 1(25%) 4
| (2%) (2%) 1% - %) B
\ -
Somewhat likely 2 (17%) 4 (33%) 6 (50%) 12
(3%) (5%) (7%) "(5%)
Not likely 63 (28%) 82 (36%) 81 (36%) {226
(95%) (93%) (92%) (93%)
‘ L Y . Ve
TOTAL' = 86 (27%) 88 (36%) 88 (36%) 242
: o o : s
+  Teble 6.21B: PARENTAL PERCEPTION OF LIKELIHOOD OF CAREGIVER
g LEAVING CHILD UNSUPERVISED
. BY REGULATORY STATUS
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONID
N =234
LIKELIHOOD White' Black Hispenic TOTAL
. M & : . .
‘Very likely * 3(75%) 0 (0%) 1 (25%) . 4
: . . (3%) (0%) (2%) - (2%)
Somewhat likely 6 (50%) 5 (42%) 1(8%) 12,
R '- (6%) (8%) (2%) (5%)
. " ? ' : )
Not likely ~ 88 (44%) 78 (36%) 44 (20%) 218
) : (91%) (84%) (96%) (93%)
I . ‘ \' ’
§ ) K v\ » y } h
TOTAL - - ° . 105 (45%) 83 (35%) 48 (20%) 234

&

20

»

>
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Table 6.22A: SA'I'ISFACTION WITH JOUNT OF SUPERVISION BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

¢

™

N = 241

'TYPEOR ‘

HOME Too Enough Not TOTAL
Much Enough ° :

| v '
Sponsored 0 (0%) . 63 (96%) 3 (5%) " 66 -
K (0%) o (21%) (5%) (30%)

Regulated 0 (0%) 84 (96%), \ 4 (5%) 88
(0%) (37%) (40%) : (37%)

Unregulated 11%) .| 83(95%) "L 3(3%) 87

v (100%) (36%) _ (30%) (38%)

TOTAL e 230 (95%) 10 (4%) 241

-

Table 6.228' SATISFACTION WITH AMOUNT OF SUPERVISION BY ETHNICITY

- PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO-
rooo~. it i ‘ N = 233
3 ¥
AMOUNT White Black %J’ . Hispanic TOTAL
" Too much 0(0%) . 1 (100%) S 0(0%) 1
Y R, | %) (0%) *)
Enough’™ 100 (45%) 81(36%) | 41'(18%): 222
(96%) - L (96%) . (91%) (95%)
Not enoigh 4(40%) ., | 2(20%)- 4 (40%) 10
S . (4%) C(2%). (9%)- (4%)
- ‘ 1 3
TOTAL ' - 104 (45%) 84 (36%) 45 (19%) 233

' % Less than 1%




. Table 6,23A: CHILDREN IN:ACCIDENTS BY REGULATORY STATUS

Npmnmpﬁm 'AND SAN ANTONIO

|
-
-

n { N = 242
9 . - r‘ N )
! ACCIDENTS Sporisored « ' | . Regulated . Unregulated ’I‘OTAL‘
Accident 10 (28%) 8 (22%) 18 (50%) 36
with current (15%) (9%) (20%) (15%)
caregiver
-, .Accident - 3 (25%) 2 (17%) 7 (58%) 17 .
with a previous .~ (4%)- (2%) (8%) - ] (5%) -
caregiver N T
: o «
No - 53 (27%) 178 (40%) 63 (32%) 194
accidents (80%) (89%) ©(72%) (80%)
- ) * [
- - R ‘?‘ .
TOTAL 86 (27%) < 88(36%) 88 (36%) + 242
: — -
" Table 6.23B: CHILDREN IN ACCIDENTS BY ETHMNICITY . .
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO )
, ) ‘ v N=234
. . l(} X . .
~ ACCIDENTS White Black Hispanie TOTAL
+ + :
N ’ 3 [ \ s ‘ Y
Accident - 18 (50%) ? + 14 (39%) 4 (11%) 36
with current (17%) (17%) (9%) (15%)
c&regiy’er. ! A y
Aceident 7 (64%) 1 (9%) 3 (27%) 11
_ with a previous (7%) (1%) (6%) *(5%)
caregiver
. /
No - 79 (42%) 69 (37%) 39 (21%) . 187
accident (76%) . (82%) = (85%) - (80%)
) = [
TOTAL © 104 (44%) 84 (36%) 46 (20%) 34

[




Table 6.24A: IMPORTN&JCE THAT CAREGIVER DISCIPLINE
THE SAME WAY AS PARENTS -

\/ A

o . g™

BY REGULATORY STATUS -
\ s PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO .
. ‘ ’ N =242 j
O = e
‘ : IMPoﬁTAiicn ' e
o ) Sponsored Regulated - Unregulated TOTAL
T Veyt 51 (26%) 71 (36%) 76 (38%) 18 .
. important (77%) (81%) (88%) _ (82%) -
*Of some 12 (30%) 17 (42%) 11 (28%) v 40
importance (18%) (19%) ©(12%) (17%) ¢ .
ot ' 3.675%) 0 (0%) . 1(25%) '
+  important (596) (0%) (1%) - (2%),
. A . § - »
. ToTAL 66 (27%) [ 88(36%) 88 (38%) . 242
’ Tabxeezas IMPORTrANCE THAT CAREGIVER DISCIPLINE _
- THE SAME WAY 'AS PARENTS
X BY ETHNICITY , ,
_ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
: N 5 234
' . M(P . ) R ¢ _ . .
+, IMPORTANCE ‘White - ¢ Black Hispenic TOTAL  °
- ' ; .
Very - . 84 (449%) 66 (35%) ° 40 (21%) 190
important (81%) - (79%) (87%) (81%)
N - &
Of some’ 18 (45%) 16 (40%) 8 (15%) 1)
‘importance B (17%) (19%) {13%) (27%)
. ’ P
®Not o 2(50%). 2 0 (0%) ‘“
e . important (2%) 4 (2%) (0%) (2%)
S { : v '
N B 4. . :/,4 . .
_ TOTAL | 104 a%) " 84 (36%) 46 (20%) 1234
hd 13
. o\ y
. ! » ’ e
'?“ : i ) “ 13 ' - - 29 e ’
, Q ‘ ) " St M 2 '
ERIC o, L
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PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

Table 6.25A: IMPORTANCE OF CONVENI&Q’ DROP OFF AND PICK UP TIME
& BY REGULATORY STATUS ‘

. ‘ , . N=242
i
Y ; -
IMPORTANCE Sponsored. _ Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Very . 65.(20%) 79 (36%) . 78 (35%) 222
important (97%) (90%) (80%) (92%) - -
Of some 2 (11%) " 9 (47%) - 8(42%) 19 .
importance _ (3%) (10%) (8%) (8%)
Not - 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 1
;important s - (0%) . (0%) (1%) (*
. ‘ \»
TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 87 (36%) . 242
"
Table 6.255: IMPORTANCE OF CONVENIENT DROP OFF AND PICK UP TIME-
" BY ETHNICITY
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
' ' N =234
- IMPORTANCE . White Black Hispanic TOTAL:
Very 85 (44%)’ 77 (36%) 42 (20%) 214
.important . (91%) (92%)- (91%) . (81%)
. ) . ¢ .
* Of-some 8 (42%) O 7(3T%) T 4 .18
. importance (8%) (8%, . (9%) (896)
Not 1 (100%) . 0(0%) 0 (0%) 1
important (1%) (0%) 0% *)
TOTAL 104 (44%) . 84 (36%).. ", 234

' °% Less than 1%

" 48 (20%) .




Thble 6.26

(%

-
s

)

BY REGULATORY STATUS

A: IMPORTANCE OF CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY WHEN NEEDED

295

. PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO <
' N =235 ~
IMPORTANCE Sponsored Regulated Unregulated . TOTAL
Yery 81 (30%) - 74(36%) | 72 (35%) 207
important ' (91%) - (84%) s (82%) (85%)
. Ofsome . 5 (18%) | 10(36%) 13 (46%) 28
. importance 4 (7%) . (11%)° (15%) (12%)
Not 1(12%) 4 (50%) 3 (38%) 8 g
important (2%) (5%) (3%) ° . (3%)
. < . X ‘
. TOTAL 67 (28%) 88 (36%) 88 (36%) 243
b . '
Table 6.26B: IMPORTANCE OF CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY WHEN NEEDED
' BY ETHNICITY
' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONI®
C o N = 235
IMPOQRTANCE ) White Black . 'Hispanie . TOTAL
‘Very - 93 (47%) 68 (34%) 38 (19%) 199
important (89%) (81%) (83%) - (85%)
of some 8 (29%) v 15 (54%) 5 (18%) 28
importance . (8%) (18%) ‘ (11%) (12%)
r'd . -8 -
Not 4 (50%) 1(12%) 3 (38%) 8
important (4%) (1%) - (6%) (3%)
TOTAL , 105 145%) 84 (36%) " 46 (19%) - 935
. ~ ] .
o
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Table 6.27A: IMPOR.TANCE OF CAREGIVER NOT SUBSTITUTING ANOTHER CAREGIVER '
. ‘BY REGULATORY STATUS . :
"= PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
r 7 - . N=243
N . ' ~ e %
. I_MP OR:I‘ANCE Sponsored Regulated Unregula;ed ' TOTAL
é - ' ' -
Very 44 (25%) 84 (36%)  |. 69 (39%) : L {
impa’t?t (66%) (73%) (18%) (73%) & .
r 4
Of som 40 (36%) 19 (35%) 16 (29%) | R 1 ‘
importance - (30%) (21%) (18%) | (23%)
Not Y 3(21%) 5 (46%) © L 3(27%) | 1
important o 4% (6%) (3%) ‘ (4%)
13 N ‘ -
TOTAL . 67 (28%) 88 (36%) . 88 (36%) - 243" .
Table 6.27B: IMPORTANGE OF CAREGIVER NOT SUBSTITUTING ANOTHER CAREGIVE o
- BY ETHNICITY -
PHILADELPHIA' AND SAN ANTONIO o
) Y «
N = 235
. e 2 \ {
- - ‘ ¥ - - v -
IMPORTANCE White - Black Hispanic  * PTOTAL
Very . 77 (45%) 59 (35%) 33 (20%) “169 ¢,
important (73%) |+ - (70%) (12%) . (72%)
Of some’ 25 (46%) 20 (36%) 10 (18%) 55
importance (24%) (24%) (22%) v | . (28%) .
‘ Not ' 3(27%) - 5 (46%) 3 (27%) ©o1.
- *  important . (3%) (6%) . (8%) (5%)
( . L M C . ¥ ’ )
, _ TOTAL 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 46 (19%) 235
. & pa . .
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PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

*

Table 6.28A: CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATUS

N = 235

AVAILABILITY ~

" Regulated

" TOTAL

Sponsored Unregulated
- - } -‘ : "
Caregiver b 801%) 34 (29%) . 39 (34%) 118
sometimes S (65%) (40%) | . (46%) ¢ . (49%)
unavailable : » ) ’

h / - - ‘ - i '
Caregiver 23 (19%) 50 (42%) 46 (39%) 118
always (35%) (60%) (54%) (51%)
available- -

' £
v = {
. \ . '
TOTAL 86 (28%) 84 (36%) 85 (36%) - 235
. . . o ! /
Table 6.28B: CAREGIVER AVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATUS
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO ' ‘
o N=284
~ "
AVML‘?‘BMTY White Black Hispanie TOTAL
Caregiver 55 (47%) 46 (40%) 15 (13%) 16 .
sometimes (52%) ~ (55%) S (33%) (50%)
unavailable -

. Caregiver 50 (42%) 38 (32%) 30 (25%) ° 118
always (48%) (45%) (87%) (50%)
avaﬂ-able 1 ' “a
TOTAL 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 45 (19%) 234 '

(‘ ’
. . -
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Table 6.29A: CAREGIVER UN AVAILABILITY BY REGULATORY STATUS
PH}L?DELPHIA AND SAN AN’I‘ONIO

e

N =82
AVAILABILITY . : o -
4S A PROBLEM Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Caregiver 11 (55%) 3 (15%) 6 (30%) 20
~ availab . (28%) (16%) (25%) (24%)
is a problem - A
28 (45%) 16 (26%) 18 (29%) 62
avaﬂabmty 72%) (84%) (75%) (76%)
not a problem
~—
{ %)
TOTAL 39 (48%) 19 (23%) 24 (29%) 82 .
- o
Teble 6.29B: CAREGIVER UNAVAILABILITY BY ETHNICITY
¢ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO,
“ N = 82
Al ’ \
_ AVAILABILITY : .
AS A PROBLEM * White Black Hispanie: TOTAL
- .
~ Carégiver 9 (45%) 9 (45%) "' 2 (10%) ' 20 .
availability (26%) (25%) (18%) (2496)
i a problem . . _ )
. Caregiver 26 (42%) 37 (44%) 9 (15%) 6
« availability i3 (74%) (75%) + (82%) (76%)
_not a problem . ‘
TOTAL 35 (43%) 36 (44%) 11 (13%) 82

do




N =236

- TYPEOF . < Not Satisfactory . |- Satisfactory TOTAL
HOMF /. ° Satisfactory But Could . :
‘ T, , + | .Belmproved .
A Z .‘ '
Sponsored 0 (0%) 17 (27%) 47 (13%)
(0%) (25%) 28%) |- '(21%)
Regulated 101%) . 5 28 (32%) 58 (67%) 87 o~
: (100%) ‘o (41%) (35%) - (37%)
Drregulated so0(0% | 23(21%) 82 (73%) 85
. (0%) (34%) (37%—— |, (36%)
TOTAL 1(%) 68 (29%) 167(71%) (- 236

1.

Table 6.3OB SATISFACTION WITH DAILY AC'I‘IVITIES BY ETHNICITY .o

PHILAD?!LBHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

: N = 229
- % N
i SATISPACTION ' . White " Black Hispanic TOTAL
, Not T <
" Satisfactory 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 €0%) 0 (0%)
. , . (0%) ' (0%) - (0%) (09)
" Satistactory o
but could - } ' ‘ ‘ : .
be improved . 25(38%) 26 (39%) 15 (23%§ 86
S . (24%) (32%) / (34%) (2996)
- . . ! 4 -
Satistactory 78 (48%) 56 (34%) 29 (18%) 163
. (76%) . (68%) (66%) (71%)
, )
r: ] . KN
.- TOTAL 103" (45%) \‘ - 82 (36%) 44 (19%) 229
- \ *
. Ry .
N we ot .

(o




o N T > T,
b ) ) . L
0’3‘" ’ -
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" _* " Table6.31: ACTIVITIES PARENTS PREFERRED ‘

K ' . FOR THEIR OHILDREN
.- ' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

(ONLY PARENTS DISSATISRJED WITH ACTIVITIES)
. B ) *

.-  N=58

y [
a

Y

z
Il

o : g v -
- . : ‘ R 1o .* - |- Percentof I
A B ' ' . Percent of - QPhlladelphx
ACTIVITIES : : Frequency Dissatjsfied and San Ant ) ,
— Lo e : : . Parents . Parents 2o
) » » * — L ¢
‘e Sccial Activities . o3 5% T \
Physical Skills i1 U o1ax , 5%
__ and abilities - . ,
_ Conceptual/ ~ 30 1 s 7| 1%
§ Linguistic Skills ' ' ' A : .
Other ’ -4 % T |- M - -
" Combination * 0 S U ERUZ SN S
& :e . i . , ’
. R . . } % -
N el T .
' TOTA‘}L v | & 58, - 100% ¢ i 100%
4 . : ; . . J/
¢ < -
’ il
- -
L ad . . gk

d
&
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Table 6. 32A., CHOICE,. DIRECTION OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES VS. FREEDOM OF CHOICB

~

BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AN)) SAN ANTONIO

J

‘ {
: \ |
. S ’ N =243
TYPEQF Carggiver Caregiver
HOME Offering Offering TOTAL
- . Direction Freedom
2 of Choice
Sponsored 37 (55%) . 30 (44%) }\ L 87"
(39%) (20%) (28%)
Regulated 26 (29%) 62 (70%) . 88
‘ (27%) (42%) (36%)
Unregulated 33 (38%) 55 (62%) 88
(34%) (37%) . (36%)
. L
, —
TOTAL# 96 (40%) - 147 (61%) 243

a3

Table 6 32B: CHOICE. DIRECTION OF LEARNING ACTIVITIES \E8 FREEDOM OF CHOICE
BY ETHNICITY

 PHILADELPHIA AND SAm/AN'romo

i

-

' "~
.

B

N = 235
Caregiver Cgregiver ’
_ Offering , %ring TOTAL
- Direction +  Freedom
, of Choice
f ’ ) . ; %
White . 31(30%) 74 (70%) 105
(33%) 52%) (45%)
Black 40 (48%) 44 (52%) ga , 3
(43%) (31%) (36%)
* Hispanic 22 (48%) 24 (52%) 46 N
. (24%) (17%) % (20%) - \
. TOTHL 93 (40%) .| 142 (80%) zs‘j
. -
2 [ ‘
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Table 6.33A._ CHOICE: PLAY VS. LEARNING ACTIVITIES BY REGULATORY STATUS ’
. PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO ‘o )
‘ - ‘o . _ N = 238
PE ' Ll 3 . . .
gMEOF - Caregiver | . . Caregiver
‘ . Offermg No Offering TOTAL
. ‘ . Play Preferencgz Learning
i - .
' g Sponsored - 14 (21%) 2 (3%) " 50 (76%) 66
' ©(24%) ' (17%) (30%) (28%)
Regulated . 27 (32%) 3 (4%) 55 (65%) |- %
' , (47%) (25%) (33%) " o (36%)
" Unregulated : . 17 (20%) .. 7(8%) " 63 (72%)
o (29%) L (58%) (38%) : (3696)
. TOTAL 58 (24%) .12 (5%) 168 (71%) * 238"
A » .
_ ‘Table 6.33B: CHOICE: PLAY V8, LEARNING ACTIVITIES BY ETHNICITY
\ . PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
- . ' ‘ N=281
ETHNICiTY Caregiver . Caregiver
' - Offering No - offe TOTAL
Play Preference 4 Learnrﬂ% . -
€ . . ] .
White 34:(33%) - . 8 (8%) 83°(61%) 103
l (60%) (50%) - (39%) - (45%)
" Black : 16 (20%) 5 (6%) 61 (714%) | 82
' . (28%) . . (42%) (38%) (36%)
Hispanic 7 (15%) 1 (2%) 38 (83%) © 48
, 2% . (8%) (23%) | (20%)
\r’ . - . ) )
TOTAL 57 (25%) - 12 (5%) 162 (70%) | - 231
*Less than 1% '
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R, ’ Table 6.34: AVAILABILITY AND USES OF SPECIAL SERVICES - .
. oL o . LOS ANGELES
s . I3 .
3 , ’ N = 105
¥ - * "
- {';: ‘ ] B . &‘} v g .
SPECIAL SERVICES _ Availability of Service " -
. Service Umvépable Unknown by Respondent Service Available Service Used C N
. “ . Frequency Percent Frequency ' Ppercent "Frequency Percent Prequency®* Percent
o _ . L : - S
Carte for Seriously .« 57 . 54% 18 C11% 28 . 27% 20 1% . !
Il Child ° . ¢ ' ' ‘
- . ]
. Evening Care  -.. | ™ 48: | 4% 1 4 1% 47 45% 33 | 70%
. " - , ) 4 M Y
v ' Overnightcare .. .57 . "~ 54% 18 17% 30 29% 15 50%
" . WeekendCare . | 82 | gow 15 14% 36 % | 23 64%
/ s
. Escorts Child to Meﬁi&al 79 5% 8, 8% 15 14% P &o1% .
Appointments N 3 ; S \ . . : Lo :
]  Caregiver Provides - 85 81% 3 - 3% | 16% I I
. Transportation v ' . ! : _ )
L *Relative to cases in which service was reported to be available .
!‘ "_ ‘_
“’ *\ ’-/ ) . L . .
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Table 6.35: SPECIAL SERVICES
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

¢

N = 243
i SPECIAL . 4 Service Service |- - Pleased .
SERVICES .| - Provided Used* With Service®®.
Care for mildy ‘ 207 . " 180 " 188
sick child \ (85%) (92%)  (89%)
¥ Care for seriously 8 . 32 " 33
sick child o (19%) (70%) (100%)
- Evening care ’ - 37 34 ‘ 34
. (15%) . . (g2%) Rr00%)
Weekend Care 39 . 35 , 34
. (16%) (90%) (97%)
) Transportation = ¢ 12 : 12 12
| - (5%) (100%) (100%)
Take child to medical i 19 * 19
- : 2%) (80%) (100%)
Providez*diapers . . 4 3 3
(2%) (15%) (100%)

*Percentages based on numbers .of cases where services were provided.
s*Percentages based on numbers of cases where services were used.
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g ‘ * Table 6.36: AVAILABILITY AND 'USE-OF SPECIAL SERVICES
' FOR PARENTS USING SPONSORED HOMES -
LOS ANGELES
’ N =35
/
SPECIAL . ~ Service ) ,
SERVICES ' Available  “| - Service Used
‘ .Heaith Service ( 2. Co1
4 . ' ) . ’ : '
Social Work ~ o 3 \ . 1/ o
Parent Educhtion 3 y 1
, Fa}n‘ig Counseling . ﬁl ‘ 1
) Transportation ° "1 |
. Other . ' LA T )
5‘ [}
+ ‘ .
[ 4
(O ' N
-~ \
.~
g .
. —\ '
[ } R
- Uiv.) . - .
3 % . ‘ .
. ' , .
, 306 %
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. Table 6.37:\AVAILABILITY AND USE Of SPECIAL SERVIGES FOR

PARENTS USING SPONSORED HOMES S >
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO >
Burdla ANL p . .
g ) ' Ve ) N =87
M R
. SPECIAL Service Service Service Need
SERVICES . Available Used Helpful “Service
‘ ' e 7 .
Health services 13 10 10 25
Family planning 9 7 . 2. 13
services
Housing 7 2 2 23
services . ,
P4
Financial 30 27 26 19
help ‘
Free stamps 18 15 13 23
or free food "
Job training .9 4 2 , 27
Employment T2 8 ] 4 26
service , , i
Educational 24 . PRt 9 2
~ “services - * . -
Recreational 21 . 11, 8 ) 22
gervices / .
. ( : /
. - /
Services for 9’ 0 0 17
the handicapped i
Parent 21 3 .2 16
Education _ ' |
Help with 66 61 '54 2
finding day tare ) '
Help with 47 Y 22 6 .
communicating ’ , R .
with caregiver
IndiVidual o1 a 9 | 12
counselling ‘
V4
Family . . ) 22 3 o2 15
counselling e
L SU /' - 5
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, . Table 6.38A: UNEXPECTED BENEFITS BY REGULATORY STATUS
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

o J S _ ,N=241{

'S

" UNEXPECTED » . '
, BENEFITS Sponsored Regulated . |  Unregulated - TOTAL
o i T~ -
. Yes, receiving 32 (26%) 48 (39%) « 43 (35%), 123
unexpected (48%) (55%) (49%) (51%) -
benefits , . _ ’
No, not receiving 35 (30%) 39(33%) . 1% 118
unexpected ., (52%) © (A5%) (51%) 0 (49%)
benefits
7
TOTAL 67 (28%) 87 (36%) 87 (3§%) © 241
s Table 6.38B: UNEXPECTEZPBENEFITS BY ETHNICITY i ,
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO” ;
A ' oy o " N=233
: .
”  UNEXPECTED . '
U : : S .
BENEFITS White . Black . ‘Hispanic T?TAL .
Yes, reeelving 59 (50%) 33 (28%) 27 (23%) 119
unexpected. (56%) (40%) N (59%) . | (%)
benefits .o —
- No, not receiving © 46 (40%) 49 (43%) - 19 (17%) ; 114
. unexpected (44%) - (80%) (41%) (49%)
‘ benefits - - .
TOTAL . | 105 45%) 82 (35%) , 46 (20%) . 233
—.7 - r =
v ‘ . ’-
- N~ [y
s ’ "
] " a P
:




A
Table 6.39: NATURE OF UNEXPECTED BENEFITS*
(Only for parents receiving unexpected benefits)

. y PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO o
- N=118 N =243
/
© . , ' _— ‘ Percent of
NATURE OF EXPECTE . Percent of Parents| Philadelphia
BENEFITS . T Receiving Unex- and .
’ Number pected Benefits .| San Antonio
' Parents
Learning physical skills o8 7 3%%
‘-.S - . N
Learnthg conceptual/ . 6 .5 2%% '
linguistic skills
Caregiver personality excep- 11 ) 9 5%%
tionally attractive * ‘ :
to children
Much individual atténtion 56 . 1% . 23%
VRN . L
Good nutrition . ’ q .. 8% 4%
Food at no cost T . 8 ' 7% , 3%
Flexibility on hours ' .3 L 3% 1%
Socialization o . ] 4% 2% A
Other ‘ ‘ 12| 10% 5%
; .
TOTAL - N 118 100% 100%
LS ‘ :
. * Total may be greater than nuinber of respond-ents because ' ' ’
. . * multiple responses were permitted. '
-,
o ‘j t N
’ [
M L
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Table 6.40A: UNMET EXPECTATIONS OF FAMILY DAY CARE .
,BY REGULATORY STATUS*. .

- (Qnly parents with unmet expectationsi
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

; N = 243
UNMET . ’ .
EXPECTATIONS Sponsored Regulated * Unregulated
Better cleanliness 0o . 1 T 1 -
‘More teaching 2 ‘ 1 1 ‘
Adequate food (ineluding | 0 S 1
no skipped meals if asleep) ..

* No totals and percenfages were computed beéause N'is too small to be mea{lingfuL

Table 6.40B: UNMET EXPECTATIONS OF FAMILY DAY CARE
BY ETHNICITY*

. (Only parents with unmet expectations)

) ' ' PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO _ -
N =243

UNMET | White ' - Black Hispan&c

EXPECTATIONS ‘ o .. —

- : - ’

B?tter cleanliness 0. ‘ L1 0

More teaching B ' "1 ) 1

Adequate food (including 2 . S T - 0

no skipped meals if asleep) ] >

Other e 1 i 0

* .
o

* No totals and percentages were computed because N is too small to be meaningful.

v
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_ Tabje 6.41A: FACTORS VIEWED AS INADEQUATE BY REGULATORY STATUS*
i " PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

-

€

**Les3 than 1%

‘ , N=243
f v ¥ v
FACTORS VIEWED AS : _ y
INADEQUATE . Sponsored ‘Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Learning . . 9 22 . ‘13 4
conceptual/ .. . (13%)- (25%) (15%) (18%)
* linguistit skills - ' ' :
. “ (I
Learning ' . 3 8 8 19
physical skills (4%) (9%) (9%) (8%)
Socialization 3 4 g 16
‘-5 ' . . ‘ ‘\‘5496) (5%) (10%) (7%)
Bood Y -2 ) 6
discipline (3%, (2%) (2%) (2%)
Good 1N 2 2 5
supervision (19) (2%) (2%) (2%)
Home like 1 0 1 2
atmosphere % (1%) {0%) (1%) (1%)
Safe/clean 1 0 0 + 1
environment (1%) . (0%) (0%) ' (**)
Emotianal L1 0 0 1
support (1%) (0%) (0% (**)
Dependable, 1 0 0 1
reliable (1%) (0%) (0%) (**)
caregiver . '
Good nutrftion ' 0 1 0. .
(0%) (1%) (0%‘ (**)
. [y )
{
TQTAL 87 88 88 N =243 :
‘RESPONDENTS » N,
*Multiple responses permitted * ¥
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Table 6.41B: FACTORS VIEWED AS INADEQUATE BY ETHNICITY*  { -
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO .
. . _ ‘ 3
‘ J , 2 ' N = 234
FACTORS VIEWED AS | / . : .
INADEQUATE White Black Hispanic | - TOTAL  * »
: : - N : ‘
Learning . 13 15 -13 41
conceptual/ - o (12%) - (18%) Y (28%) (18%)
linguistie skills T Y | .
Learning _ A . <7 16 g
| physical skills e 5% . (5%) . (15%) 7% -
‘Socializafion 1T s 7 . 4 15
_ . (4%) - (8%) (9%) (6%)
Good Ty 2 1 6
discipline . (3%) oo (2%) . (2%) (3%)
N z < . -
Good 2 , 3 1 5
supervision . (2%) , (2%) (2%) . - (2%)
) , :
¢ Home like *1 o 1 2
atmosphere L (1%) (0%) (2%) (1%)
* safe/clean 0 - 0 1 1
' environiment . (0%) N (0%) (2%) (**)
-Emotional { -0 ’ 1 Y 0 1 '
support C(0%) AR (1%) - (0%) o
Dependable, . 1 0 0 1
reliable © - | (1%) (0%) s (0%) .- (**)
caregiver. : -
Good nutrition 1 0o 0o . 1
(1%) 0% .. |. (0%) (*%),
\ * « . ‘. . ’ ‘ .
. 5 —
TOTAL A 109 \ 84 46 N =234
*Multiple responses pef'mittqd
’ e

*#Less than 1% .

oy
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d Table 6.42A: CHILD'S NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES BY REGULATORY STATUS,
’ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

, N=241 -
INCIDENCE OF y
NEGATIVE _ :
EXPERIENCE Sponsored Regulated Unregulated { TOTAL
Yes, child has 9 (35%) - " 8(35%) 8 (31%) 26
had a negative (14%) .- (0 © (%) (11%)
experience ' A
. . - ~
No, child has 57 (26%) 79 (37%) 79 (37%) 215
not had, a negative (86%) (80%) (91%) (89%)
experience ¢
[P !
TOTAL 66 (27%) 88 (37%) 87 (36%) 241
\ Table 6.42B: CHILD'S NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES BY ETHNICITY !
k
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO '
' N = 234

INCIDENCE OF
NEGATIVE . P
EXPERIENCE White " Black Hispanie TOTAL
Yes, child has 17 (65%) 7 (27%) 2 (8%) |- 26 S
had a negative (16%) (896) : -(4%) (11%)
experience

" No, ehild has 88 (42%) 76 (36%) 44 (21%) 208
_not had a negative (84%) -(82%) . (98%) (89%)

/ experience
TOTAL 105 (45%) 83 (35%) 46 (20%) 234

- ’

¥
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Table 6.43¢ NATURE OF NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES*
- -(Only for parents whose childrén had a negative experience)

. .~ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO -
‘ ¢ N=36  N=248 = —
NATURE OF NEGATIVE Percent of Parents | Philadelphia
EXPERIENCE oot Having a Nega- ° and '
. . . Number - tive Experience | San Antonio
' ) <t Parents .
Inappropriate di'scipl;ne , 3 8% 1%
: , , .
Inadequate supervision ° ‘+/. 7? . 19% 3%
* Unattended child 5 14% 2%
Physicsfly abused.  * * Y5y 14% ©%
5 : - o ;
.Emotionally abused - ] ﬂ_‘ . 3 ~_§% 1%
; L. A 8 1’ 22% 8%
lniured- ‘ o . N L~
Safety hazard - - s, 2. h%\ 1% .
Other o : ‘3 ; 5%
. N ‘ . . . ) /E*AI/
A Sy A . : — /
° TOTAL . ol 88 o~ ,-/ 100% M 100%
. . i . "‘ \ -
* Number of responses may be greater than number of respondents,
- "because multiple responses were permitted. ) 3
’ £
¥ * ' {
P ‘g »
ay * . § ) . .
At : -
- M ’
. ‘ . e 7
L S *
: ‘ 314
] Y
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Table 6. MA: BENEFITS TO THE CHILD FROM FAMILY DAY CARE
BY REGULATORY -STATUS* »

¢ PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO _
' N = 243
BENEFITS Sponsored Regulated = | -Unregulated | TOTAL
o B
Socialization 48 62 40 150
, . (72%) (70%) (45%) (62%)

. Learning 34 25 2. .| . &
conceptual/ (51%) (28%) (25%) ~ (33%)
linguistic skills, '

Home like ) 7 20 26 53
atmosphere (10%) (23%) (30%) (22%)
Emotional .10 17 19 46
support (15%) (19%) (22%) - (19%)
Learning ~ 7 12 9 28
physical skills (10%) (14%) (10%) (12%)
Good [ 8 12 26
discipline (9%) (9%) (14%) " (11%)
Good ) 6 10 8 24
supervision (9%) (11%) (9%) (10%) .
Good nutrition 4 5 6 15 .
(6%) (6%) (7%) (6%)
Dependable, ¥ »2 3 8
reliable (4%) (Q6) - (3%) (3%)
caregiver
Safe/clean 0 2 0 2
environment (0%) (2%) (0%) (19%)¢
TOTAL ; 67 88 88 N = 243
RESPONDENTS

* Multiple responses were permitted.
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Table 6.44B: BENEFITS TO THE CHILD FROM FAMILY DAY CARE

BY ETHNICITY*

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

~

¢ N =243
L2
]
BENEFITS White Black Hispanic ' TOTAL
Socialization 71 57 © 20 148
SN (68%) L (62%) ¢ (43%) (61%)
Learning 36 28 16 80
coneeptual/ - (34% (30%) (35%) (33%)
Home like 28 8 14 50
atmosphere (27%) (9%) (30%) (21%)
Emotional 28 11+ 7 46
support (279%) (12%) (15%) (19%)
. e . :
Learning 9 9 9 27
- physgical skills (9%) (10%) (20%) (11%)
Good - 9 10 6 25
diseipline (9%) (11%) ‘(1396) (10%)
Good 11 6 6 23
sgpervision (10%) (7%) (13%) .(9%)
Good nutrition 4 4 7 15
. (4%) (4%) (15%). (6%)
Dependable, 6 0 T \2 8
reliable (6%) (0%) (4%) (3%)
caregiver
Safe/clean 1 0 2 3
environment (1%) (0%) (4%) (1%) .
- .
TOTAW 105 92 - 46 N = 243
RESPONDENTS
* Multiple responses were permitted.
~
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Tl!;le 6.45A: CHILDREN'S ATTiTUDBS TOWARD CAREGIVERS BY REGULATORY STATUS

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO ;
R N=243
i ATTITUDES Sponsored c Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Loving 42 (2%%) 74 (40%) 68 (37%) 184
(63%) (84%) (77%) (76%)
 Priendly, but 21 (40%) 13 (24%) 19 (36%) 53
not loving (31%) (15%) (22%) (22%)
Indifferent 4(67%) 1(17%) 1(17%) '6
(6%) C (%) (1%) (2%)
Dislike 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) * 0
. . (0%) (0%) (0%) : (0%)
TOTAL ' 87(28%) 88(36%) 88 (36%) ' 243 )
\ ¢ )
Table 6.458: CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD CAREGIVERS BY ETHNICITY
- P
Q } PHILADELPHIA ANDSAN ANTONIO .
ATTITUDES White Black - Hispanie /I‘OT'kL
ving 80 (45%) 59 (33%) 38 (22%) 177
: N (76%) (70%) (83%) (75%)

" Priendly, but * 24 (48%) 20 (38%) 8 (15%) 52
not loving (23%) (24%) - (17%) (22%)
Indifferent 1(17%) 5 (83%) 0 (0%) - g

. - {1%) (6%) ~ (0%) (3%)
Dislike =, 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
' (0%) > (0%) (0%) " (0%)
TOTAL - - 105 (45%) 84 (36%) 46 (20%) 235

“\
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Table 6.46A. PARENTAL WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND CAREGIVER
: BY REGULATORY STATUS

b

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

WILLINGNESS

Sponsored

Regulated

U,nregulatéd

TOTAL

. .
" Yes, would
recommend
caregiver

to a friend

No, would not
recommend
caregiver

to a friend

A

' .

57 (28%)
(85%)

10 (24%)
(15%) -

80 (40%)
(91%)

8 (20%)
(8%)

65 (32%)
(74%)

*

23 (56%)
(26%)

202
(83%)

41
(17%)

67 (28%)

88 (36%)

.+ 88 (36%)

243

Table 6.46B: PARENTAL WILLINGN

BY ETHNICITY

'PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

TO RECOMMEND CAREGIVER)\

WILLINGNESS

White

Blaek

}-Iispanic

"TOTAL

Yes, would
recommend
caregiver
to a friend

. No, would not
recommend
‘caregiver

to ssfriend.
/ 4

85 (43%)
(81%)

20 (51%)
(19%)

71 (36%)
(84%)

13 (33%)
(16%)

40 (20%)
(87%)

6 (15%)
(13%)

r

196
(83%)

&

39
(17%)

TOTAL

[

105 (45%)

84 (36%)

46 (20%) *.
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Table 6.4;1: FIRST REASON FOR RECOMMENDING CAREGIVER*
(Only parents willing to recommend caregiver) v

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

' N =196
' REASON ' " " Number Per~cent
v "Caregiver's experience 3 ‘ 16% - B
- Caregiver's personality 32 16% .
Caregiver's skill in Y 15%
teaching children
Caregiver's reliability 30 Wy 15%
Good home-like setting 18 . 9%
Other children for ' 7 4%
child to play with ‘
Good discigline ; S § , 4%
Good enough for ‘ 8 ‘ 4%
respondent's child
Reasonable fee P 6 3%
Good nutrition 6 3% .
_Caregiver's a relative 4 2%
Children kept clean 4 2% - A
I‘,ocation convenient - ‘ 3 . 2%
I(’Iex}bility m hours - il 3 2%
Othexf ' 3 . 2%
Good facilities -~ 2 1%
Like spmsoriné agency s . . 2 1% K
 TOTAL\ . . 106 17 100%
\ *Multiple responses mean! total responses may be gya/ter than
number of respondents. - ’ ,
5 - . , »
o ‘ “ .
31 :9 { s
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Table 6.48: FIRST REASON FOR NOT RECOMMENDING CAREGIVER
- (Only parents unwilling to recomend caregiver)

- PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
- ' - ! N
/ ' : N =38 N =243
Percent of Percent of
oL, Parents | Respondents R
REASON Number Unwilling 4 ir Philadelphia
- to Recommend and

Caregiver San Antonio

P

Caregiver unskilled in

teaching children 1 \ 3% (*)

Too many children in care , 12 . 32% 5%

Caregiver tooold . ' 1 ‘ 3% (*

Facilities inadequate 2 5% 1%

. Caregiver \;zill not take more
chjldren -1 18 o 47% 7%
P 7 ) .
Other . 4 T 119% 2% “\.
-~ A

TOTAL

*Less than 1%




Table 8.49A: LENGTH OF T&B RESPONDENTS HAD KNOWN CARBGIVBBS
BY REGULATORY STATUS °

PHILADELPHIA AND BAN ANTONIO- .

N =213
LENGTH OF : ) -
TIME - Sponsored 4, Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
4 .
— . o

. Since care 54 (40%) 48 (37%) 81 (23%) \ 134
began (84%) (58%) Ad8%) (83%)
0 - 3 months 0 (0%) 1(50%) 1(50%) ° 2
before care (0%) (1%) (2%) (1%)
began . A
3 - 8 months 4(57%) 3 (43%) 0 (0%) 7
before (8%) (4%) (0%) (3%)
care began .
6- 12 months 3 (25%) 3 (25%) 6 (50%) 12
before (5%) (4%) (8%) (6%)
care began
1 year or more 3 (5%) 28 (48%) 27 (47%) 58
before (5%) - (33%) (42%) (27%)
care began -
TOTAL 84 (30%) 84 (39%) 85 (31%) I 213

Teble 6.48B: LENGTH OF TIME RBPONDBNTS HAD KNOWN CARBGIVBBS
BY ETHNICITY

PHILADELPHIA AND BAN ANTONIO

\ . N=206 &

"LENGTH OF )

TIME White Black Hispanic TOTAL
Since care 70 (53%) . 43{33%) 18 (14%) 131
began ' (70%) (82%) “9%) (64%)

0~ 3 months 0 (0%) 0(0%) . 1 (100%) 1

before care . {0%) (o%) - o (3%) (0%)

3 - 6 months 2 (29%) . 1(14%) 4 (57%) k2
befces care {2%) (1%) (11%) (3%)

6 - 13 months 7(70%) . i 2(20%) 1 (10%) .10
before care . (1%) (3%) T (3%) (5%)
began .

1 year or more 21 (37%) 23 40% 7 | ,13(28%) 87
before care (21%) (33%) (35%) (28%)

TN .
TOTAL 100 (49%) 69 (33%)’ 37 (18%) 206 .

321
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T Table 6.50A: PARENT/CAREGIVER RELATIQNSHIP (NON-RELATIVES) :
T < BY REGULATORY STATUS '
‘ . ‘TOTAL SAMPLE ; N=270
L\ - N N 3 -
RELATIONSHIP Sponsored Regulated _Unregulated |¢  TOTAL
Close, personal 24 (27%) 32 (36%) 32 (36%) . 88
—  friendship — (28%) (31%) (38%) - (33%)
Casual 47(32%) 55 (37%) | 45 (31%) 147
friendship (s6%) ¢ (54%) (54%) o  (64%)
» , ; '
Businesslike 13 (37%) 15 (43%) 7 (20%) 35
(15%) (15%) (8%) - (13%)
. ¥
' <
TOTAL * 84 (31%) 102 (38%) 84 (31%) . 270
o Table 6.50B: PARENT/CAREGIVER RELATIONSHIP (NON-RELATIVES)
v - BY ETHNICITY
TOTAL SAMPLE N = 272
" RELATIONSHIP. White . Black Hispanic ‘' TOTAL
Close, personal 32(37%) | 29(33%) 26 (30%) - 81
friendship (26% P 1 % (33%) * (42%), (32%)
1 4 - N * " b ! .
Casual 72 (u«ip -1 46(30%) t7 33 (22%) - 151
friendship (58%) - (52%) d (53%) . (56%)
Businesslike 18 (53%) 13 (38%) © 3(3%) ¢ 34
, . (18%) (15%) C(5%) (12%)
~ TOTAL 122 (45%) 88 (32%) - 82 (23%) 272
' '
,/‘

»
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Table 6.51A: PARENT ASKED CAREGIVER FOR CHILDREARING ADVICE
BY REGULA'I‘ORY STATUS .

. _ _ BHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO . ¥
’ _ , - N =242 _
ADVICE SOUGHT | gponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Yes, parent does _ 27 (22%) 45 (36%) " 52 (42%) 124
ask caregiver for (40%)" (51%) (60%) (51%)
“childrearing . . g ‘
advice '
e f :
No, parept does .40 (34%) 43 (36%) 35 (30%) £ 118
not ask caregiver ,(60%) (49%) » {40%) (49%)
for childrearing :
. advice a i _ ’ i
‘ - ‘ i i
' TOTAL - | 87 (28%) 3 ;  88(36%) 87 (36%) © 242
" Table 6.51B¢ PARENT- ASKED CAREGIVER FOR CHILDREARING ADVICE .
* BY ETHNICITY . —
PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO
: N = 234
ADVICE SOUGHT~ White “Black . Hispanic TOTAL
Yes, parent does 51 (43%) ¢ 43 (36%) 25 (21%) 119
ask caregiver for (49%) - (52%) (54%) - (51%)
: childrearing - , : .
N advice
& No, parent does 54 (47%)' 40 (35%) 21 (18%) 115
not ask caregiver (51%) (48%) (46%) . (49%)
for childrearing ) ‘ B ’ -
advice . 1 ‘ §
TOTAL 105 (45%) 83 (36%) 46 (20%) _ ;234
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Table B.SZA: [MPORTANCB OF AGREEMENT WITH CAREGIVER-ON CHILDREARING IDEAS
BY REGULATORY STATU§

TOTAL SAMPLE

. N =292
IMPORTANCE q Sponsored Regulated Unregulated TOTAL
Important 68 (28%) 87 (36%) ‘89 (36%) . 244
(83%) (81%) (87%) (84%)
Not 14 (29%) 21 (44%) 13 (27%) 48
important (17%) 7 (18%) (13%) (16%)
TOTAL 82 (28%) 108 (37%) 102 (35%) 292

-

Table 6.52B: IMPORTANC.;

¥

v

AGftEEMBNT WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARING IDEAS

_ BY ETHNICITY

. 'TOTAL SAMPLE  » N = 284
IMPORTANCE White Black Hispanic . TOTAL
Important 107 (45%) - 75 (32%) 55 (23%) 237,
. ~ (86%) (18%) (86%) . (83%)

. N ’ . ) .

Not 17 (36%) 21 (45%) 9 (19%) 47
important (14%) (22%) (14%) (17%)

- >
TOTAL 1124 (44%) 96 (34%) 84 (23%) , 284
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Table 6.53A: ‘DIFBERENCES WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARING IDEAS
" BY REGULATORY STATUS

\ TOTAL SAMPLE
: . , N =213
N ‘ PS
PRESENCE OF - | , o
? DIFFERENCES Sponsored . | . Regulated , |  Unregulated TOTAL
‘ N
, No, 1o 65(30%) . | 82(37%) \,/ 72 (33%) 219 « .
: difterences (86%) (81%) ©(15%) - (80%)
with caregiver )
Yes, some 11 (20%) 19 (35%) 24 (44%) 54
o differences (14%) (19%) (25%) (20%)
with caregiver : {
- ) i 4 ‘ ] -
TOTAL 76 (28%) 101 (37%) 96 (35%), 273

Table 6.53B:- DIFFERENCES WITH CAREGIVER ON CHILDREARNG IDEAS
BY ETHNICITY

! . TOTAL SAMPLE

N = 264
PRESENCE OF
DIFFERENCES White Black Hispanic TOTAL
No, no 92 (43%) 72 (34%) . 48 (23%) | 212
difference 19%) . . (79%) (84%) . (80%)
. with caregiver . < @
. v {
- " Yes, some 24 (48%) L1937%) |, 9(17%) 52
‘ difterences 21%) | (21%) (16%) (20%)
with caregiver ) ) '
- X - - v
. TOTAL 116 (44%) | 91(34%) 7 (2f%) 264




" Table 6.54: PARENTAL ATTITUDES TOWARD REGULATION OF

SELECTED FEATURES OF FAMILY DAY CARE

LOS ANGELES

N=91

FEATURES FOR
REGULATION

y

PARENTS IN FAVOR OF REGULATIO!

Frequency

=~
Health of Caregiver

Safety of FDCH /

Number of Children
Health of Child

Training of Caregiver

Experience of Caregiver
T -

Age of Caregiver
Education of Caregiver
Age Mix of Children

Other

86
88

)
85
80
5
66
54
40

C

38

18

93%
88%
82%
73%
59%
4%

42%

. 20%
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—  Table 8,55: PARENT SATIBPAC'HOH WITH SELECTED ABPBCTB OF THE FAMILY DAY CARE HOME

Y

- LOS ANGELES . -
N = 105
. * LEVELS OF SATISPACTION TOTALS
ASPECTS OF THE CARE . . Somewhat
ARRANGEMENT ' Satisfied/ Very .
Very | -~ Somewhat Dis- Dis- Saths- Dissatis-
N Satisfied Satisfied | Dissatisfied | satisfled satisfied faction tisfaction
Present plagement® I s 66% 23% . 1% 0% 0% 89% 11%
Location of family 105 72% - 18% 6% /3% 1% 90% 10%
day care home
Transportation 103 | es% 26% 4% 3% 0% 93% %
errapgements - . * o .
Hourd of care/ 101 65% - 28% 5% 1 1% 1% oo | 1%
Day care schedule i
‘Careforthechiid | 9% | 1% 4% 0% 0% 96% Y
Evening care .33 1% 19% 7% 3% . 0% 90% 10%
Overnight care U 88% 28% 5% L o% . | 0% MU% 5%
Weekendcare , 8 3% T o23% 0% 4% - 0% 9% . 4%
. . : . *
Arrangements foe - .10 €0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%
- appointmenta ' )
4

*Asked oz&mnu using sponsored family day care homes
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.7.1 , 7 .Introduction . . X
) Extensive data-from the caregiver component of

. the National Day Care Home Study revealed that‘after their

expenses had been paid, the income of caregivers was well

below the federal minimum wa§d. To be assured of mmimu% pay,
' ‘ . ]
givers operating -sponscred homes would.

)ave to increase '

N; ' fees per child by 688, those'operating rfff;; ed homes would
‘ _ have to 1§Lrease fees by 96 9%, ‘and those providang care in
ugiegulated homes would have to increase fees by 107.6% (Vol. .

- ., * * 1I, AAI, l9837. Such increases ‘would, severely burden the con-

. Fe
B ﬂgzékisunirs of’famii} day cafe.. . L ’ i 4
'*e;f\"* <L " Parents seen\to recognize at some Ievel.that .
) "their caregivers contribatb¥nore to the arrangement~than they

. . 'are;domgensated for. ‘?ne Nééﬁs parent data revealed tnat‘§9%
fu. : gof‘thevparents:would‘be‘willing to pay more*for more:services;

. -

:' ' . Sixty=-six pe cent of parents stated that caregivers set the
. fed; caregi ers, it appears, could demand and obtain higher ;
\ fées. However, the caregiver data suggests that providers do )
not perceive themselves as entrepreneurs; fqr—e{ample, offthose
who filed a‘tax return, few appeared avare: of the tan déductions
available to them to offset business expenses. Most wemen appar- .

N 4
entiy began providing family day care not because of the extra

*




(- .

;1 for day care providers. .

-

-

- v -

. . . '\/-—-—
money they <ould tnerepymearn, but because they became aware

\of a personal orfcommunity need that they were competent to

&
-

‘fillo : . ’ ’ e o

e

p NDCHS data on costs of care will assi?x federal

pd
policy makers in predicting the potential cost of regulations

4 P
to both prov1ders and consumers. Parent preferences concerhing
%
such cost-related variables ds the number "and mix of;children

in caie'and the training and experience of the caregiver will

inform decisions régarding equitable levels of reimbursement

»
a

v
N . : y
This thapter reports the cost to parents of the

family day care arrangement. It differentiates'among families
according to whether the parents, an agency, Or some combination
of the two bears-these costs, apd examines as well:the costs of
day care as a function of the tygefof home, the’location, the
ethnicity of the family, whether the caregiver is a relative,

and other classifiable variables. The section also explores.re=

spondents' attitudes’ toward the.fee paid by the family, their

. abilié&jand w1llingness to pay more for the ‘same or increased .

»
services, the method of setting fees, and communications between
the caregiver- and the parents regarding the cost of care. Y

"~
:/// : The parent_interview was designed to collect data

rélavant to these topics. As well as gathering information on

-
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o. Are parents willing to péy more for the same ser-

© a“

vice§ or additional services?
o Are parents able to pay»ﬁorg?
0 Do fees paid tend to beﬁ;ower for parents using'
care by a relative or close friend? . .
o Do similarities and differencés.exist“amongf
the three typés of homes and/or among ethnic

. . 13
groups relative to these issues?"

PR ‘ )fk‘
o ‘Is the availability of c¢hild care'optiens
- 1
restricted by what parents are able to pay?
o Is the cost Of care a major factor in the A

selection of family day care?

7.2 Who Bears the Cost of Family Day Care?
! "

| K The cost oé famiky day care was borne E? 78% of
the 348 families surveyed ghd by the sponsor or agency in 16%
of tﬂé cases; in 4% of the,Fases the cést was divided betweeh ,;
the ‘parents "and -the agengy or sponsor. , For the remaining 2%,
a relative paid,all or part of the cost (Table 7:2)'.~
The proportions of families paying all,..part, or
none of the cost of care Qiffered among the thrée sites, as
syown in Table 7.1, The percentage of families in-whigh the

‘parents paid for‘family day care was much lower in Philadelphia

than in Los Angelés or .San Antonio. In Philadelphis&-38% of the
families interview;ﬂ received fully subsidized day care, at
least for the‘target'child, while complete subsidization was

reported by only 6% of the respondents in Los Angeles. The

L B -
o .

CERIC .73 330 .

-
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dearth of sponsored homes in the San Antorio sample and the

relatlvely high income of the fam111es contacted there, relative s

+

to lbcal area wage and prlce indices, suggest that the sample \
there represented a different population from the one in Los

Angeles. ’ ’ ,
. i f e
" ‘Pable 7.2 presents an analys1s of who paid for

famlly day care by regulatory status of the day ‘care home and
by family ethn1c1ty. In more than 90% of the non—sponsored
homes (regulaﬂbd or unregulated) the famlly assumed full re-
‘sponslbllltgyfor'paynsnt of fees. By contrast, -in 49% of the

sponsored: homes the spnonsor qr ‘another agency bore the full

L4

[ v . . - *
. cost of chre; and Snly 50% of the families paid all or bart
, -
ofs.the cost. On¥ 128 of the families who bore all costs had

ey Ny .
. . placed thear Chlld §§\a sponsored home while 87% (52 out of 60)

-

of the chiidren receiving subsidized care’ were,ln sponsored homes.

bg,va '
2%

< %,K: The full cost of day care was borne by 87%-of the {

13

White famggies and by 78% of Hlspanlc familles. The percentage

among Bladk families, however, was somewhat lower -at 68%. Among
e i H

the 60 families who received some level of financial assistance
s /

A

‘for child care,'25§ were White, 52% were Black, and 23% were
» « , .

% Y

‘Hispanic.

.3 How Much Do Parents Pay for Family Day Care? . ..

L]
. *

" The distributjon of weekly payments by families
4 ) N . 1

|

%

<

. *for /family day care is presented in Tables 7.3 .and 7.5,

-




7.3.1. 4 Families Who Pay All,.Costs

As shown in Table 7.3, the overall median weekly
family payment to a provider of family day care was $26.35,

based on the aggregated data from all three sites. In 69% of

,the cases, the weékly payment was between $15.00 and’ $35.00,

~

w1th the mode from $25 00 to $29 a9,

Examination of the data in Table 7.3 reveals cost -

¢

dlfferences among 51tes, with Los Angeles respondents reporting
the hlghest costs and San Antonio respondents the lowest. The

median payments ‘to careg1vers in Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and

‘San Antonio were $31.74, $27.39, and $22.1l1, respectively. - a{

These differences probably reff%&t local area incomes and
L ) : ’ )
living costs.

- Weekly median incomes for the families in the
three sites were compared with the med}an amounts paid ro the'
caregivers. Over the full sample, families who pay all costs
spend arproximately 1lls of their pre-tax income for family da&
care. ‘ ’ ‘ o/

"The distributions for the total cost of all day
care arrangementsyfor the target child are very simi}ar to
those,ror payments to the caregiver.a This is consistent with
the finding that most of the child care arrangements studied
involved one/phild per famlly and that the bulk of non-paren-

tal care for the focus child was provided by the caregiver.'

- #+
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Families who reported paying for day care for
more than one child reported family child care cOsts approxi-
mately 40% more than the cogt of care for the target child
alone. This suggests that di;co;nts for fiore than one chil§,
rather than flat, pe;-child rates, applied.

Cost categories were~e¥tablished ror the present
study as follows: -’ ) . ‘

‘ o Low - Under $l§.09 per week |
6 Middle - $15.00-$24.99 per weed
o High - $25.00 or more peraweek.

Among families'in which the parents bore all the
Costs, 14% paid fees in the How-cbst category, 29% in the mid-
dle-cost category, and §7% in the high-cost catégory.

Table 7 4 presents an nnalysis of the amount paid
by families by the regulatorz'status ‘0of the home and the family's
ethnicity. In viewing the dqta in this table, the reader must
remember that’ families who paid the-full cost of care tended
not to have their children in sponsored homes. The cost of care
“in sponsored homes is curiously bimodﬁl, with 41% of the cases
in the low-cosgt rszge and-35% in the high cost range but fewer
in the middle range. This biquality may reflect gradation
of fees based on the parents’ ability-xo pay. Care in regulated

homes tended to be the most expensive tYPe, with 50% of the

) families paying "fees in the high-cost range. The proportion T

of unregulated homes charging full®paying parents high rates .

-
2 -

%
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was almost equal to that amohg the regulated homes, but far

more uhgegulated homes (328) tpan regulated homes (13%) charged

’ . \
full-paying families low rates.

A correlégion exists betweéi'family ethnicity
- 7

and‘rates paid: a larger percanEage of Whites paid high rates
than Blacks, and Hlspanics hag” the greatest proportjon of iow-
cost c/hild care arrangemeﬁ’.- ’

7 >

. ) . ,
7.3.2 Families Receiving Paxtially Subsidized Child Care
A ' . . N
o . =
Data from San Antonio and Philadelphia permitted

clear idéntificatibn of families who received partjél assis~
tarice ffbiaan a;ency in gaying for'family day carefand those
who paid disggpnted prices. There were only 15 such families
in the sample, representing 6% of the total sample-and 273 ef
those receiQéBg some degree of financial assistance. ?Hé fre-
q;ency distributions of costs paid by these families are
shown in Table 3;5 Qifferentiated by study site and type of
expenditure. Caution must be exercised in drawing inferences
from such small numbers ?£ éaseg, particwlarly because the
median costs were extrgmely sensitive to increases- or reduc-
tions jn the number of cases. The median amounts paid to the '
‘caregiver by partially subsidized families were $17.50 ir the
two sites combined--$14.16 in Philad;:lghiaggnd $23.33 in San
Antonio. Thesé amounts probably reflect local ana‘agency or

séoﬁéér-specific finawfial assistance policieé much more

,'than cost trends. *

1S3
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7.3.3 Coét of Care by a Friend or Relative
‘4 Over the total sample, about one-third of the

féspondentq réported that the caregivgr was a,. close friend or
relative. The data collected make it possible to determine
whether parents paid less to such caregiQers. According tﬁ the
‘ data summarized in Table 7.6, there was little tendency for
care b§—; friend or relative to cost families less than‘care‘

by a non-friend or non-relative. Among the 47 respondents who

L] .
aid nothing,” the percentage of parents who reported that the

J

caregiver was a friend or relative (32%) did not differ signi-

ficantly.fiom;the overall peréehtage (33¢%).

7.3, 4, Fai’niyed Who Paid Nothing

-

‘Iﬁ‘ﬁéiladelphia and San Antonio 47 parents, 20%
of the total, reported't?at they pai@ nothing to the caregiyer.
It is.-important. to kno& who these families are. Table 7.7
presents a Summary of the distribution of these, cases by- regu-
latory status and by ethnigity. Most of the non~-paying families
(42, or 89%; had a child in a sponsored home. Of the five 2
remaining familieg, two received free'c?iid:qgre from a rela-
tive.( One of these two re§pozsents named cost as f?e prime }

_eongideration rn‘tpe selection of family day care, while the
other identified the emotional needs of the child as primaryr.

_Most (68%) Of the non-paying families were Black.

A

#
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Data not represénted in Table 7.7 show tﬁat most
of the Phase III families QKB paid nothing for famili day\care
were in the Philadelphia sample (between 72% and 8§%).* This dif-
.ference between proportions of nén-paying families ét theetwq-
Phase III sites can probabiy be accounted for by the dearth ,

of spbnsored homes in San Antonio.

7.4 Association of Fees Paid and Income

Table 7.8 -differengiates among the families surveyed .
R 3 7 ’ -
by the cost of the family day care arrangement and the income
of the family. The tendency for feeg paid-to increase in direct -
proportion to;family income.was strong; the high association

chi square value confirms thidoselationship st tistically.

Regardlesslof the strong overall ssociation 6;

income and fees paid for child care, thefe weré notable excep~
tions. Some high~-income families_used low-cost care and some

low-income families paid high costs for care. The three upper
fight and the three lower left cells in Table 7.8 show that

48 highet-income families (31% of the 154 families with incomes
over $12,0d;§ paid unexpeétedly little for child care, and that

37’1qy:er-incoh{e families "(45% of the 83 families with incomes

i

under $13,060) paid'unexpectedl} large amouﬁts for child care.
. - . .

-

s’ " -

C X/ precision is not¥possible since cases are missing’ from the

analysis because of the absénce of data unrelated to the
present discussion. The values presented .bracketsthe
possible range. - - ‘. , P

o - * : hd
-
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The fact that nearly a third of the higher- .\
income families paid less than $25 00 per week for care of the
target Chlld suggests that Emlen might be right in concluding
-that famllies who could afford to _pay more paidra *goind -

’ Fate (Emlen, Donoghue, and Clarkson, 1974, p. 96). One of
the important ﬁactors in the cost equation is the parents'
-perceptions Qf their ebility to pay more, regardiess of any

objective analysis of family economics. .

- /

7.4.1 Parents' Ability To Pay More

Parehtsfiﬂ both.%hases'of qata collectign were
asked ;The'way thingéitostﬁnOWy could you afford to pay here
for ehild cate?" »Among the 2?% families for whom day'caté\is
not fully’suhsidized,-lOQ (38%) fepgrted that they could pay
more and 178 (62%) reported th;t the§ could not.

Thlrty percent of the parents in Phlladelphia
and Sah Antonio reported that they: could ‘afford to pay more
for child care, as contrasted'to_SZ% d0f the parents in Los
Angeles. This difference maf.be related_to the total family
expenditures for child care; or %t may reflect the effects of,
inflation of prices’hetween the times the two”phases were con-
ducted. Unlike the émeunts parents paid to the carediver, the

. total family expenditures for child care were greater in Phila-
'dephia and San Antonio than émdh;kthe families interviewed in
"

Los Angeles. \ ‘

B

*/ Any bias introduced By the first glause of this sentence
was the.same for all respordents.

o ‘337
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.ziiintsi,reports of their ability to pay more are
- presented in d stribution form in Table 7.9 as a function of

the fee they paid at,the time they were inte;viewed. Cases
represented here are those families in Philadelphia and San
Antonio who paid allpfees without assistance. The large'pro-
portion of parents who reported that they were paying low fees

but could not afford to pay more (78% "not able") may reflect

the low incomes of families in this category~ The slight rever-
'sal of trend seen when the percentage of respondents who reported"
they could pay more is eramined in conjunction with fee currently
paid (22% "yes" for the low-fee group, 40% for the medium=-£fee
group, and 35% for the high-fee group) may reflect the responses
of the low-incomeefamilies who pay high fees. The parents'
perceptions of whether they could afford to pay more may/not

have reflected their actual financial circﬁmstances, as was
suggested earl?er. The belief that they were unabie‘to pay more v.
may have arisen from dissonafice aroused by a conflict between
their pPerception that.the fee they pay is tog low and the recog-
nition that they-have ngt[offered to pay more. _Self-justifica-
tion, Qhether conscious or unconscious, may have biased responses

to this question.

s

7.5 - Parents' Attitudes Regarding the Fees They  Pay

< The parent survey explored attitudes toward the

" amount paid for family day care with three direct guestions,

whose general gontents were as follows.-

338
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o Based on the services the caregiver provides, do*
you think that the fee is® too high, about right,

e

or a*litt1;§§5w?
o- éould you afford to pay more for chid care’
o Would‘you be w1111ng to pay more for the same service?
0 Would you be willing to pay more for more services?
These questions are related to a larger set of

feelings and perceptions regarding the availability of special

services, the adeqany of present services, the perceived need

A

‘for additional services, the capacity to pay more, and other

-

social and attitudinal factors. It is important for the present
analysis that a few of these connections be explored, but a

systematic treatment of them .is bgyond the scope of this report.

7.5.1 Level of Satisfaction with Present Fee

Findings regarding parents' attitudes toward the

-

fees, they paid are summar ized in Tables 7.10 and 7.11. Over the

total sample of 288 parents who paid for family day care, 63%

- reported that they felt the fee was "about right." Only 8%

%elt the cost was too’ high,-while 29% said they felt it was "a
little low." In Tahle 7.10, the distributions of parents' re-

sponses to this question are disaggregated by study site, regu-

latory status, and ethnicity. The most prominent conclusion to

be drawn from these statistics is that the majority of parents

»

felt that the fees théy paid for ,child care were appropriate for

the level of service they and ‘their- child received. While a

% / ) \
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majority expressed satisfaction, the actual extent of that

majority varied from'54% to 76%, depending upon regulatory sta-
. R )
tus, s1te, and ethn1c1ty. This concentration of respondents

in the middle category may suggest a methodological problem 1n
scaling response aﬂ@ernatlves. ’ .

There were slight differences in the proportions .

of parents responding in the three éategories. , These differ-

.

ences may suggest somewhat less positjue attitudes toward feés

paid in Los Angeles, where fees are in fact somewhat higher,

'%nd for care,

4 . ‘
as shown in ‘fable 7.4. The relationship between -éthnicity and

‘in regulated homes, which costs somewhat more,

the parents' attitude toward the fee paid is ambiguous'aﬁd
probably depends upon other variables that are correlated with

ethnicity.

A

‘rs\\\\“/ ”In Table 7.11, attitudes regarding the fee paid

are examined in relation to the range'of'theAfee\aEu the family
income. Like the data in Table*7.10, the statistics represented
here shoq ?@g;ggng tendency of parents to report that the fee

qu— - - -

4s "about right." ResBShses of "about right" range from 51% 5

' to 68%, dependlng on the values of the two other varlables.

. " Common sense leads us to expect that the amount
of the fee 1s assog;ated with the perceptlon that it is too'
high, aboﬁt rlght, or a little low. The data reportea‘ln Table:

LY

/ .
,ff’7 11 confirm this hypothesls (chi square for assoc1ation = ‘3

-

r“’"./
12.64, p greater than .02). When parents' attitudes toward'

the fees they paid are examined in relationship .to the family

income, however, no systematic trend eme:as.

T | 34y o~ S
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The details of this pattern will be.examined in this section.

~ .

7.5.2 . Wiilingness to Pay More C . > Ny

Parents were asked whether they would be willing

to pay more fon the same’ chiid care service and, in a separate

‘questian, more for more service. . O;erall, 59% indicated that
they would be willing to pay more for the same service and 69% <??“\\\
indicated willingness to pay more for more service, The pattern i ™~
of responses té the four qnestion%'was %§ follows: {-
. »
o While 30§ felt that the fee.waqltoo low, 70% saw /,:_#,

' it as about right or too high. -
o Almost 604 would be willing to pay ﬁ%re for
g . . \
the same service and about another 10% would
pay more if more services were included.
‘0 Over 60%, however, said they could not afford S

PUES ¢,

to pay more "the way things are now." A .

Table 7.12° presents data regarding parents willingness
to pay more in relatieon to study site.' In PhiladeLphia, fewer

than half the respondents were willing to pay more for the same
N

‘service (48%), while 77% were willing to pay more for more

service. The data. from San Antonio present & curious reversal. . ¢.

. ] .
.While 67% of the parents there indicated they would be willing

Ep\pay'more for ‘the same servicey only 60% reported willingness
to pay more for more service. If these data are correct and’
if the question was propérly understood, this paradox might sug-

gest a high degree of satisfaction with present aervipes and ’ -

o

an expectation that moregservices;yould cost significantly more. .




. ' . Reported»willingness to pay moré& for child care o
~ seems to have‘varied with the<anount'preséntly paid; the percep;
tion of the appropriateness ef that amount, and, possibly, with
.q‘- thehcapacits of a family to pay more within its budgetary con=-* * U"
j‘ ‘straints{ qutinent.data are presented in Tables 7.13, 7.14, ..
) t ' 0and,f.15. Not all data.are available for agl sites.- & .
) . o 2 , Although ingPhiladelphia‘and San éntonio-the . t . -
_ﬁ?'@%f! - majority of parents 1ndicated a willingness to pay ‘more for .
‘g?’ . the same service, that w1lllngness decllned asithe fee currefltXy .

paid increased, falllng ;o 52% "yes"  among respondents ¥

. ; ﬁpay h1gh fees, as reported in Table 7.13. Willingness t}réay‘

nmore for more service was higher overall, as has bee nrjf

-

but there appears té:giﬂno systemagic 5elatlonsblp between . g

3

%

- c‘

responses to this questlon and the fee paid.
’ \o the relationship

Data frOm Los Angeées relevant

between w1llingness to pay more and attitude toward the present

fee are presented in Table 7.14. The large concentratlon of

responses in the "about right"ﬁgategory, noted earllerrln the'%
\ ' d;scpsslon of parents' attitudes toward the cost of care, maﬁ?s

-

Lo . interpretation of this relatlonshlp risky. The patterns, however,

L

' are i}ear. Those who perceiggd the fee to be too high were //"" )

R unw]'fing te pay, more- for the same service andhless likely

L ] -
¢  than othegs to be willing to pay more for ‘more service. Those ’///
-who'-believed the fee to be too low were more ltkely to be ¢ ’ i { |

‘?f o gé willing to pay more for child care tﬁﬁn were those who believed

o, " _the fee to be appropriate. Those who believed the fee wasp’ﬁbout_g




N

. “ ¢ : \v
. LN . o -
right" were almost evenly divided on their willingness to pay
more fbr ~“the-same service, but most of them (79%) were willing -
~ . %

“

'5 to pay mo
as

£or more service. >
f \\ \ .
regarding the connection between paréntg‘ reported ability to
The pattern,

P
Finally, Table 7.15 presents the aggregate data

»

pay mofg and their‘willingness to pay more.
expected,'shows that avlargé portion of those who indicated

that tﬁé;pzzuld affordto pay more also said they were willing
to pay more ‘for thé same service (72%) and for more services

(808, Twenty percent repopted Ehey were able t¢ pay more buﬁ)
Those who .

~
v

- -

X
were unwilling to, even if services were increased.

were unable to pay moreywere about evenly divided on the ques-

tion of willingness, but when more services were mentionﬁh,,

T
more respondents than not expressed willingness to pay more
Among those who said they'were unwilling

-

(62% versus 38%).
to’ pay more for more services, .76% said that‘%hey could not

TN““\ afford to pay more. o
7.6 ° : Role of Cost in Decisions on Day Care Arrangements
PR ~_ - . : kN . - . ,
: ~ _ o o - v
The* parent ghestionnaire contained three questions

‘&
<

désigned to elicit the réspondent's recollection of the role of
cost in the selection of the day care arrangement. Paraphrased,
i

e A
4

-

[}
-

these questions were:
What were the main reasons you chose family day

=

i

care? (open-ended) ,
What were your reasons for choosing the particular

caregiver? (open-ended).

[
L4




_ Which child care options (from‘a pre-defined list)
did you seriously consider,.and (for those seriously
considered) why did you reject them?
Thé first two guéstions addressed the positive aspects'of the choice
while the last addressed the limitations of choices.

»

Cost was the ‘most frequent 31ngle reason given for choosing
family day are over other forms of day care., Of the 348 parents ‘
interviewedg\ll% (37) named cost as the primary factor in the u
choice of family day care as opposed to- in-house care, center-
based care, or -some other arrangement. in Philadelphia and San
Antonio the survey instrument allowed secondary reasons to be o -9
recorded. Another 6% (13 of the 212 who gave more than one
reéponse and whoihad not already named cost) gave cost as an

Fd

- additional reason. .
\_J The choice of the_ particular caregiver was influ-
enced primarily by cost for 5% of thewparents (18 of 348).
Cost was mentioned as one of the secondary reasons for selecting
- a particular caregiver by anather 4% (ten of the 228 who gave
nore than one response and who had not already.named cost) in
Philadelphia and San Antonio. ‘

+ Table 7 16 presents data\on the 110 parents (45% ‘
of the total of 243} in Philadelphia and San Amrtonio who indi- ‘
cated that they had seriously considered other day cage arrange-
ments before making their final choice. Since only 114 alter=- .
natives had been considered, we can infer that most respondents

seriously considered only one other type of child ‘care arrange—

ment. The data of primary interest here are’;he numbers -pf _

[ R ! -
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' ~ .
ason for rejecting an arrangement.,

)
‘ after serious consideration. Cost was rare1y~thQ reason for

" times cost was named as the re
_rejecting center-based care, but it did figure prominently in
. > - ; ‘
P the rejection of in-home care. There were not enough instances
in wnich‘other family day ca?b arrangements were considered to Vo
. ¢

make ‘an inference.
£ LY

This question~does‘not fully address the oroﬁlem;
éf perceived (or actual) cost 'in the rejection of child care
arrangements by type or by case, Parents may fail to reach the
point of, serious consideration of an}option, and anticipated
cost may he a factor in rejection prior to the search stage.

. In summary, the present data suggest ﬁhat cost‘
was a ﬁactor both in the choice of type of day care arrapgement
and in the selection of the specific arrangement finallyldop-
ted. It was a salient factor for only about 10% of the parents
surveyed. However, it is not possible, from th® present data,A

to assess fully the importance of cost in child' care decisions. -

-

7,7 . Interactions with the Caregiver Concerning Fees
- —— : -
% w ‘ ' . <

Parents in’Philadelpnia and San-Antonio were asked

4

-

questions dealing with who had set the fees anzwith their com-

munications with their'caregiver regarding fees. Apﬁroximately

88% of the 192 paying parents reported that they had discussed
~ the fee with the caregiver before cpre began. Whether fees

" were set at ‘that time or later, 66% of the’ parents indicated

thaq the caregiver had suggested the fee while 17% of the parents




-

said they had suggested it themselyes. For 9% of the cases the
£ee had been negotifteéd, while in 7% it had been establisqed by
an agency. ’ /
. N
- Prior discussion of cost with the caregiver was
reported by only 41% of the parents using sponsored homes,
while 99% of those using regulated homes and 88% of tHose,using
unregulated homes reported such discussions. ‘There were no
gdgndficant associations oﬁ prior discussion of fees with site
or ethnicitye* - A o , T
- _ Most respondents (83%'of 187) indicated that they
felt they could éiscuss changing the fee'with the caregiVer’

if the fee turned out to be more than they could afford. When

parents are considered by ethnicity, home regulatory status, -

- and site, the percentage of positive responses to this question

Avaries from 77%.to 95%. Less ablllty to diecuss changing cost

seemed to be- present among Whites (79%), in Philadelphia (77%),
and among users of regulateé homes (78%), while higher number s
;of Hispanics (88%), more users of sponsored homes (95%), and
more residents .of San Antonio (87%) reported that they felt
they could discuss changing the feeu_qewékr
A Only 19 parentd (10% of 192 respondents) reported
that they sometlmes had trouble paying fees for family day*care.

Nine of the 19 families were White, four.weré Black, and six

_ were Hifpanic.. They were evenly distributed according to home

-

regulatory status and site.

346
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These 19 parents vere’ asked what happened when

they had trouble paying. None of them reported that the care-
\ -~
giver &sgked, them for payment. Most of them (14) reported that

they told the caregiver they would’Be late if paying. Three
/
repdrted that they didn't talk with the careglvera about’ it but

*

paid when they could. The rema}ning two used another approach.,/'\

a2
s

-
—_—

7.8 Summary’ ) 4 N .

- In suémary,nthe ;ajor Eindings-regarding tne‘costs:
of family day child care are as fpllows:
o] Over three-qUarters'of bhe parents Lp the .sample

paép the full Cost of. famxly day - care for thelr‘

child, while an agency or sponsor pa1d all the

fees in one-sixth 6T“the;casesl ?owever, the
families in the thiadelphia sample were six
times as likely to*rece}ve fuiiy subsidized family.
day care as the families su;;eyedtin Los Angeles-r_- L -k
and San Antonlo. ﬁhfke parents in'the‘sample E .-
were more likely to bear the full cost of care -
than were Black parents,‘but stt parents in
each ethnic group assumed full regpdnsibility ’ ’ "4

'

for paying the fee. *
6-,The median fee‘for family day care was 526 35
for families who paid all costs and $17. 50 for

families who received ass1stance in paying part

s 7=20 ' i s
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ofithe fee. Pamilies who paiq all cogts typicall;\l~
éaid-almost 11% of their'g;e-tax income for care.
Fees paid by.parents differed be£weén study siteg. \
"Fa ily day cafe was, most costly in Los Angeles‘.
and‘least coétly(in Sgn\Antonio. Ca;e in reg-
ulapgd homes cost more than care in sponsored
and unregulated Qdmeél White families tended
to pay more for care than Black families,.who

_tended 'to iy more tkan Higpanic fagilies. =

One-third of* the children received gare from.a

relative or close frizpd_oi\fhe parents. The
families of these chiidren did not differ from

the rest of the sample, in the fees they paid.

L)

" Porty-seven families--about one~eighth of

-

the total sample--paid nothing for child care.
Most of these families had their children in
sponsored homes.

Fees paid for child care were highly corre-
lated to family income,:but faany upper-

income families paid unexpectedly little for
ch}ld.care.

Aimost two-tQiéds of the paying parents reported
that they could not afford to pay more for child
care "the way things are now.” "

. P
Most of the parents reported that they thought

the fee they paid for family day care was about

348
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right, considering the services they and their

- children reéei;ed; More than a quarter felt that o
the fees were too low. . ) e

o] ﬁore than half of the parents indicéted that \ ~ :
they‘would be wil*igg to pay more for the same
services. Over pwo-thirds said they would be . ’ -

: willing to péy'mdre if more services were

“ provided. .

Parents; willingness to pay moré was closely -

related to sheir percepéion of tﬁg*presént-

fee as(too high: about right, oF too low.

o Approximately one-fifth of the pa;eﬁts were
unwilliﬁg to-pay mor;, even to getAmope ser-‘
vices! despite the £act'that they could afford

» :§ to pay more.

o About 10% of the parents‘sétd—that“cost w&s the
most iméortaﬁt factor. in chooéing family yay
cére. Howevegc fewer than half had seri ﬁsly

- ;

consiﬁered another arrangement, and’vgry few
.had feﬂected another day care.arraﬁ;emént-op
the bagis of cost.
. © Almost . 90% of the parents reported that they
had discussed fees with the caregiver beforé'

the arrangement started. Fees were discussed

-

in advance in almost all regulated homes.




.
-3 N

o According to the.parents, ‘'the caregivers set

4 .

the fee in about two-thirds of the cases.

\ Nonetheless, most of the parents felt they
- - could discuss lowering\the fee with the care-'///——jﬁgi\\\;\ .
'.‘giver if’b&ey found it excessiye; : ‘ »
o Only 10% of the fespondents reported having had

trouble paying on time; in most cases those ~

parents said that they had informed the care-

giver that their payment would be late.

o

- 7-23




L4

Ay

- NOTES

// 1 Responses to other questions in the survey instruments were

used to differentiate families according to whether fees

1& were paid by the parent, the agency or sponsor, a relative,

or some combination of these._ The cost. data in Table 7.3
are based on the reports 6f parents who received po assistance
_in paying child care costs, while data for families in which
the parents paid part.of the cost and received assistance for
the rest are presented in Table 7.5. The questions regarding
cost on the Phase II survey instrument asked. for the cost of
care, regardless of who paid, while those in the Phase III

-, instrument,dealt with the cost to the parent. :

. : : )

, In "the data from los Angeles, when costs were split
between the family and the sponsor or agency, it was impossible
to determine how much the family paid. Los Angeles, the site
of Phase :II data collection, is therefore not included in
Table 7.5. -

The categories of payments represented in Table 7.3
and 7.5 are: the total amount the family paid to the care-
giver weekly; the total amount the parent paid for child
care-for the focus child weekly regardless of whether the
provider is the identified family day care provider Qr some
other caregiver or center; and the total amount the family
paid per week-for care of all children under 18, The total
paid to_ the caregiver included payment for more tham~the
single focus child in approximately 6% of the gases. Note
that Table 7.3 contains percent frequencies and that Table
7.5 contains raw frequencies.

2 A logical approach to the two questions regarding willinghess
to pay more suggests that an ordinal scale, consisting of the
values (1) not willing to pay more for more services, (2)

- willing to pay more for more services, and (3) willing to pay
more for the same services, might be developed to consolidate

the: two items and simplify the analysis. The. assumptions .
here would bé that -there are no cases where a parent would .
be willing to pay more for the same service where he or she

* would not also be willing to pay more for more services, or,
conversely, that unwillingness to pay more for more services
implies unwillingness to pay more for the same services. Bight
cases, all in’'San Antonio, violate these assumptions.

2
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/?able 7.1: PERCENT FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF FAM]LIES BY
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CHILD CARE cos'rs BY STUDY‘SITE
TOTAL SAMPLE =

PARTY WHO [
PAYSCHILD -
CARE COSTS Los

Parents ; 84%

*

* Agency or sponsor 6%

Parents and agency Y 10%
or sponsor split fees

Relative or other , -
source split.fees .
with parents

Number of.Cases ) g8 o} -

&
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Table .21 DB!’RIBUTION OF PAMILIES BY PARTY PAYING PAMILY DAY CARE FEES

BY TYPE OF HOME AND ETHNICITY  ~ ,
/ TOTAL SAMPLE
o . . o N = 313, 305
, Party Paying Family Day Care Fees ¢ 4
B SN
SUBSAMPLE ; Family Splits TOTAL -
Agency or Fees With Other
Family Pays Pays Agency or ! Arrenge- »
All Fees All Fees Sponsor ments
Sponsored T 29(35%) 0 (4%), ~ 12 (15%) 10%) " 4 83
Homes (12%) (85%) (93%) (17%) (38%) -
Regulated 112 (93%) 5 (4%) T 1(1%) . 2(2%) 120
Homes (us% (11%) 8%) (33%) (38%)
Unregulated 106 (85%) 2 (2%) 8 (0%) 3 (3%) 1 |
Homes W) %) 0%) 50%) (36%) i
TOTAL 27 (19%) 47 (15%) 13 U4%) 8 3% 13 1
- - . 1
White - . 115 (87%) 12 (9%) 3 (2%) 3 (2%) 133 |
(48%) +(25%) (23%) (50%) (44%) |
Black 21 (88%) 30 (29%) 11%). 2 (3%) 104 -
(3b%) (84%) (% - - (33%) (34%) |
Hispenic 53 (78%) 5 (1%) 9 (13%) 10%) 68 -
(22%) (11%) “ (89 (17%) (23%) |
- |
TOTAL | measw 47 (18%) 13 4%) 6 (§%) 35 . |
) 353
5
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‘ Table 7.3: DISTRIBUTION OF AVERAGE WEEKLY EXPENDITURES FOR
PAMILY DAY CARE IN LOB ANGELES, PHILADELPHIA ARD 84K ANTONIO .
IN PERCENT FREQUENCIES®
' . TOTAL SAMPLE - PAMILIES WHO PAY ALL COSTS
. . : ) N=2s
Los Philadeliphie San Antonio Aggregate
ALENT Angeles , / / . . | »
WEEKLY RATR ,
B Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total
. PaidTo |.PaidTo | FoePocus [-For ‘ | PaldTo | For Foows | For » Paid To
Caregiver | Caregiver | Child Family Caregiver] Child- Family Caregiver -
' . . . o ’ 2 2 s 1
s-am 172 - 0 0 3 2 - K
500 - .99 5 I3 3 0 L 1 5 .8
1000 - 1499 1 '8 5 7 12 12 5 s
15.00 - 19.99 3 6 . 3 7 16 <18 7 10
2000 -24.99 m | n 18 .20 % 1 8. TR
25.00-29.99 ° 19 % " 0 24 i 1 T8 .
30.00 - 34.9% 2 14 18 7 7 v, 23, 14
25,09 - 39.%9 ~| 'n ] 1 s Ll om s 3 1 T -
“se-9m - | 6 10 13 0 1 16 C
50.60-59.99 o 5 5 3 % |-o0- 0 5 3
60.08 ~ over., 4 0 0 7 9 oL 2 1
Number of cases ) 6 62 15 | 100 100- s | us
Median Fee 11 | 39 dee $38.46 $12.11,  $22.60 $32.28 $26.35
Weekly lncome . | $230-1288 | - $173 - 230 $230 - 288 $243

i

*  Each colimn besed on percent frequencies. . .
1. Excludes 15 hmiuesreceivmgpartlaluaistamtorwndmexpm ’ ’ - s
for whom data are presented later in this chapter, ' .
2. Based on Current Population Report for 1977, U.5. Bureau of the Cenmus. ~ . ‘
3. Bxcludes those who pay nothing. A ;
° R i s .
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, "I‘able 7.4: DISTRIBUTION OF LOW-, MEDWM-, AND HIGH- COST
] CHILD CARE AMONG FAMILIES WHO PAY ALL COSTS | .
ot BY REGULATORY STATUS AND PARENT ETHNICITY .

TOTAL SAMPLE _

. WEEKLY FEES PAID FOR FAMILY DAY CARE \.
SUBSAMPLE : —TT— :
Low | " Medium High TOTAL
. Under $15 | $15 - $24.99 $25or |.
* ' * more
- /
TYPE OF HOME ]
Sponsored ' 15 (41%) 9 (24%) 13 (35%) | 37 -
(23%) (11%). (12%) | (14%
~ Regulated 15(13%) | 42(37%) | 56 (50%) | 113 ,,
, (24%) (53%) (50%) | (44%)
. . * 1
Unregulated " 34(32%) | 29(27%) | 43 (41%) | 106 :
| (53%) (36%) (38%) | (42%) - . ’
TOTAL | sa@s%) | so (%) | 12w 256
. . P ’ N . M
, ‘—‘ . = x
' ~ .ETHNICITY - - -
. ' White " 17 (14%) | 37 (30%) | 69 (56%) | 123
1 @1%) (47%) (62%) | (48%) .
Black . 22 (30%). | 23 (31%) -| 29 (39%) | 74
3 . (34%) (29%) (26%) | (29%) "
Hispanic. 25 (43%) | 19(33%) | 14 (24%) | 58 — B
- (39%) (24%) (12%) | (23%)
& -~ TOTAL . 64(25%) | 79(31%) | 112 (44%) | 255 ’

= N
N
\

Y

1 Excludes Phase II respondegfis who reported that an agen¢y pays part or all of cost\.“
2 _Excludes families where respondents reported that phrents pay Wothing (Phase I).

. . R
i
. . |
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Table 7.5: DISTRIBUTION OF AVEAGE WEEKLY PARENT BXPENDITURES o
- FOR FAMILY DAY CARE HADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO a
. N (IN PREQUENCIES) s . :
s - . PARTIALLY SUBSIDIZED FAMILY ONLY ' . -
=< ) ' Philadelphia B San Antonjo Aggregate
EQUIVALENT .
WEEKLY RATE 1 .o L |
(in dollars) 1 Total Total Total Total Total - | Total Total
Paid To For'Focus | For .» PaidTo | Por Focus { For Paid To
. Caregiver {. Child Jamily |- Caregiver | Child . Peynily Caregiver
- . . —— Rl
\ 0o -1 0 © 0 1 o, 3 “ 6 . 0 0
. - - ¥ R 1 :
01-49 0 1 o 0 2 12 0 2
' 5.00 - 9.89 11 1 a0 L 1 1 - .
10.00 - 14.98 ) 3N | R -0 ool 2 0 .0 3
A A Y ’ x ’ * ' ., ° ’ .
15.00-19.99 - 1 1 0 o I\ 0 1
TN . ’ , : A
. 20,00 - 24.99 1 1 Q : 1 1 3.
1 . I - N
25.00-29.99. = 0 2 0 © o2, > 1 o 2
w N : . - o N
s0.00-Bos ° 0 0* 0 0 0 4'0 a 0 ;
)= 4
.. N . ,
s.o-3080 | o 1 0 1 2 1 1 .
s . . o - ”
40.00 - 49.89 0 0 0 v 0 0 0
. 50.00 - 59.99 0 0 0 0 0 0 “0
£0.00 - over 0. 0 0 0 0 1 .0 -7
Numbse of cases 6 7 1 7" s 4 13 ’
Pee : $14.18 $22.50 0 . $1.33 "$20.00. 7 $25.00 $17.50- .
Median ~ 4 . —_—
¢ Per Woek® $173 - 230 ; . - $230 - 288
' *Besed on Census Bureau's Current Popuhuon Buevey, 1977, - - % . ) !

-

. _ - .
e
- v Toa ot N . =
. - _% 2
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Table 7.6 DISTRIBUTION OF FEES PAID BY FAMILIES FOR FAMILY
™" DAY CARE BY RELATIOASHIP TO CAREGIVER

TOTAL SRMPLE -
s —_— — . ¢
] RELATIQNSHIP - i
T0 cu%arv% No, Low - | Medium High | TOTAL
2 Fee Fee Fee + |-  Fee
. - $0 Under $15| $15 - $24.99 $25 or
. , more N
| 4 ; -
Priend or 15 (15%) | 20 (20%) | 28(29%) | 35(36%)| 98
Relative N
' (32%) @2% | . (31%) (32%) | (33%)
A4 'S ’ Bl . . " -
Not a Priend . 32 (16%) | 28 (14%) | 61(31%) | 75(38%)| 198
or Relative (68%) (58%) | ~ (69%) (68%) .| . (87%)
TOTAL | arasw | ssqe% | saom |110(e%)| 294
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Table 7.7: DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES

”

§

WHO PAID NOTHING

BY REGULATORY STATUS AND ETHNICITY

- 'PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

-5
(

.

/' REGULATORY STATUS OF HOME ;
ETHNICITY Sponsored | Regulated | Unregulated | TOTAL!
White 120009 | To® | 0% 12
T (29%) (0%) (0%) (26%) |
Black 27(84%) | 2(6%) | 3(10%) 32
(64%) (f00%) | (100%) (68%)
S SRR KR ‘ .
Hispenic T sao00% [ o@® | oG 3
(7%) (0%) (0% | (6%
1 v ’
TOTAL " 42(80%) | 2(4%) 3 (7%) 41
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g _ ‘Teble 7.8: DISTRIBUTION OF FEES PAID BY PARENTS FOR FAMILY
DAY CARE BY FAMILY INCOME®*

.
' TOTAL SAMPLE OF PAYING FAMILIES
‘ ‘ N =237
RANGE OF FEE \.
PAID FOR . '
PAMILY DAY Pamily Income Range
. CARE : "
: - Under | . $6,000- | $12,000- | Over
$6,000 $12,000 $18,000 | $18,000 \  TOTAL
“Low  * ) 12407%) | 13 (29%) 9 (20%) | 11 (24%) 45
Under $15 - . (48%) (23%) (13%) | (13%) (19%) -
L ) » . .
Middle 8(9%) ' | 21(24%) | 31(35%) | 28(32%) 88
$15-24.99 . (32%), (36%) (44%) | (33%) (37%)
High 5(5%) | 24(23%) | ,30(28%) | 45 (43%) 104 &
$25 or more (20%) (41%) (43%) | (54%f (44%)
TOTAL 25 (11%) | 58 (24%) | 70(30%) | 84(35%) | 237

- &

_*Chi 8quare for association = 20.51 DF=6 ‘P< .003. Does not include families who pay’
nothing toward the cost of child care.

5 | \
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Table 7.9: DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES

BASED ON REPORTED ABILITY TO PAY MORE
FOR CHILD CARE AND AMOUNT PRESENTLY PAID

. PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

-
RANGE OF PEE
PRESENTLY PAID Able To Pay Not Able To TOTAL
More Pay More
Low (but not free) 6 (22%) . 21 (78%) 27
: (11%) (20%) (16%)
Medium . 23 (40%) 34 (60%) 57
(40%) (32%) (35%)
Bigh 28 (35%) 52 (85%) 80
(49%) (48%) (49%)
TOTAL 57 (35%) 107 (85%) 164

360 -




BY.SITE BY REGULATORY STATUS AND BY ETHRICITY
TOTAL SAMPLE OF PAYING PARENTS

é

Table 7.10: DISTBIBiJTlON OF PARENTS' ATTITUDES REGARDING FPEE FOR TOTAL SBAMPLE

’

“ BITE ATTITUDE REGARDING FEE TOTAL
. *Too ®About nA Little '
High® Right® Low™
" Los Angeles 13(13%) | p2(e5%) | 21 (22%) 96
{57%) (34%) (25%) ¥ (33%)
Philadelphia 6 (8%) 47 (59%) | 26 (33%) 78
(26%) (26%) (31%) (28%)
San Antonio 4(3%) 73 (85%) | 36 (32%) 13
(17%) (40%) (44%) (38%)
TOTAL 23 (8%) | 182(83%)| 83(29%) 288
REGULATORY STATUS 5
Sponsored 4 (8%) 38 (76%) 8 (16%) < 50
(18%) (21%). (10%) (17%)
Regulated e | sz | 2w |, 122
(59%) . (45%) (32%) (43%)
Unregulated 5 (4%) 62 (54%) | 48 (42%) 115
(23%) (34%) (58%) (40%)
TOTAL S 22 (8%) | 182(63%) | 83 (29%) 287
ETHNICITY
“White 10 (8%) 83 (83%) | 38(29%) 131
(s (46%) (49%) (47%)
. ‘ ®
Black & 5 (7%) 51(70%) | 17(23%) 73
(23%) | 5 (29%) (22%) (26%)
Hispenic 7(8%) |» 45 (61%) 22 (30%) 74
(32%) (25%) (29%) (27%)
TOTAL 22 (8%) | 179 (64%) | 77 (28%) 278
£
Al
<




Table 7.11: DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF FEES AS -

"TOO HIGH", "ABOUT RIGHT", OR "TOO LOW"
BY RANGE OF FEE PAID AND BY FAMEsY INCOME

“

TOTAL SAMPLE OF PAYING PARENTS

SUBSAMPLE .

ATTITUDE REGARDING PEE TOTAL
"Too "About | "A Little ‘
. High" |  Right" Low"
RANGE OF FEE
PAID
Low 12%) | 23(51% | 21 (41%) 45
. (5%) (16%) - (30%) (19%)
Medium 7(3%) | 50(s0%) | 28(33%) 85
(35%) (35%) (40%) (36%)
High 12 12%) | 71(68%) | 21 (20%) 104
(60%) (49%) | (30%) (45%)
TOTAL 20 (9%) | 144(61%) | 70(30%) | - 234
BY FAMILY INCOME
Under $6,000 2(9%) | 15(68%) | 5(23%) 22
(10%) (11%) %) | (%) ‘
$6,000 - $12,000 3(s%) | 36(62%) | 19 (33%) 58
(15%) (25%) (27%) (25%)
$12,000 - $18,000 10 (14%) | 38(54%) | 22 (32%) 70
(50%) (26%) (32%) | (30%)
Over $18,000 5(8%) | 55(85%) | 24 (20%) 84
(25%) (38%) | (34%). | (36%)
TOTAL 20 (99) | 144 (61%) | 70 (30%) 234
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Table 7.12: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS  ° ’
* 7O PAY MORE BY STUDY SITE

TOTAL SAMPLE
N WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE FOR.....
STUDY SITE . The Same Bervice More Service | .\
o Yes -No TOTAL Yes . plc TOTAL . 4
o

Los Angeles 45 (58%) 33 (42%) 78 - 57 (73%) 21 (27%) 78
) (28%) (30%) (29%) (32%) (26%) (30%)

Philadelphia 37 (48%) | .40 (52%) i 54 (77%) 16 (23%) 70
X (23%) (36%) (29%) | (30%) (19%) (27%)
San Antonio 78 (87%) 37{3396) 113 88 (60%) 45 (40%) 113
(48%) (34%) (42%) (38%) (55%) (43%)

TOTAL 133 (59%) 110 (41%) 268 179 (69%) 82 (31%) 261
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Table 7.13: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNES—S

: N .

Le3

TO PAY MORE FOR CHILD CARE BY
RANGE OF FEE-PRESENTLY PAID
PAYING P TS ONLY

PHILADELPHIA SAN ANTONIO

-
)

RANGE OF PEE

WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE FOR.....

CURRENTLY PAID |y, game Service More Service
) ’ i
. Yes Ko * TOTAL Yes No TOTAL
Low 24 (17%) 7(23%) 31 22 (73%) 8 (27%) 30 .
. . (23%) (10%) (18%) (20%) (16%) (18%)
Medium 37 (63%) | 22 (37%) 59 37(85%) | 20(35%) 57,
_ (36%) (32%) - (35%) (33%) (39%) (35%)
High C a2z (s2%) | 39 (48%) 81 53(70%) | 23 (30%) 76
* (41%) (58%) (47%) (47%) .(45%) (47%)
-~ o
TOTAL 103 (80%) | 68 (40%) 1 171 112 (69%) | 5I(31%) 163
.
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/ Table 7.14: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS

TO PAY MORE FOR CHILD CARE BY
SATISPACTION WITH FEB
' PAYING PARENTS ONLY 3 .
LOS ANGELES
' WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE POR~...
ATTITUDE TOW Q |
PRESENT PE The Same Service More Service -
' Yes * No TOTAL Yes Yo TOTAL
Too High 0 (0%) 12 (100%) 12 4 (31%) 9 (89%) 13

(0%) (32%) (14%) " (8%) (41%) (15%)

About Right 28 (52%) 28 (48%) 54 41(79%) | 11 (21%) 52
(58%) (68%) (83%) (85%) (50%) (61%)

’ J A Little Low 20 (100%) | . 0 (0%) 20 18 (90%) 2 (10%) 20
(42%) (0%) (23%) (290%) (8%) (24%)
TOTAL + | 48 (58%) 38 (44%) 86 83 (74%) 22 (26%) 85
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Table 7.15: D
<

&

{ . .
UTION OP RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ON WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE
OR CHILD CARE BY REPORTED ABILITY TO PAY MORE -

TQTAL SAMPLE ~PAYING PARENTS

ABLE TO

WILLINGNESS TO PAY'MORE PORwwe _—

P‘AY MORE ‘ The Same Service - - l:l‘ore Service
~ Yes No | TOTAL Yes No TOTAL
Yes 12(12%) | 28 (28%) 100 78 (80%) | 20 (20%) o8
1 s (26%) (87%) (44%) (24%) (38%)
i No 86 (51%) | 81 (49%) 167 100 (82%) | 62 (38%) 162
(54%) (74%) (83%) (88%) (76%) (62%)
TOTAL 158 (59%) | 109 (42%) 267 176 (68%) | 82 (32%) 260 . a

-
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' Table 7.16: REPORTS OF OTHER TYPES OF CARE SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED
\ AND NUMBER REJECTED - .
ON THE BASIS OF COST o ,

PHILADELPHIA AND SAN ANTONIO

. Number
"TYPE OF CARE Number Percen- Rejecting
. . of times tage Based
" Cohsidered | | On Cost | Percentage*
/
-~ ' 2
. In-home care 9 4 9 56
by relative :
/ ) ’ .
In-home care : 12 5 3 25
by non-relative ’
Center-based care o 32 1 1
Family day care 2 1 -1 50
by relative :
Family daytcare 14 6 ‘o 0
by non-relative .
" Aggregate 114%s = 10 9

* 29

*Relative to the number of times the particular alternative type of care was considered.
»*Although 114 considerations of other arrangements were reported, only 110 )
of the 243 respondents reported having seriously considered alternative types of care.

4




.( Chapter 8.0

. - ‘
CONCLUSION . o .

4 Y

8.1 Introduction

Family day care is an extremely significant

3

phenomenon in the dé&glopment of American social institutions.
As the numbér of women entering the work force continues to

increase, a concomitant need for child care arrangements, most

often outside of the hbme, is created. Some workinglwomen may

- N

ﬁrefer day care centers, especially for the three~ to five-year-

olds, but too few of those centers offer care to infants, tod-

14

lers who are not yet toilet trained, or school age children, The
- ° <

=

family day care home, a traditional American institution, has

become more important as it has proliferated in conjunctjon
. - I

wifh the rising need fo? care for these and other young children.

Family day care has an additional, more.generalT
) societal importance beyond its é%%nificance'for working women. .
The initial years 6f childhood are generglly congidered by gxperts£§.
in child development to be crucial in the formation of a child's
character. Cast in this light, the family day care home may bgK
perceived as having a major influepce on the very nature of
‘society. . o oo .

For these reasons;, it is very important, even
at this derly stage of the study of family day care,-to attempt
to surmise emerdging. central themes in the nature of this ex-

f

perience. . . ' i
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8.2 . \\Parental Day Care Needs ]

|
! N /

Why do parents seek day gare’arrang%ments? The
basic reason that National "Day Care Home Study parpnts needed l”~1\
day care was to remain in the labor force; some requlred day ¢
care qerviceS’in order to participate in training or educational
programs. Siightly fewer Black parents needed child care to
work thaa did Whitee or Hispanies. The‘criteria for sample
selection eliminated parents using(incidental,\@rop-in, or per-

. 3 .
iodic care. Therefore, such reasons as respite from child care

”

Tesponsibilities and freedom to shop did not figure prominently

-

among the reasons for seeking nhila care. . .

It is evideat that pagents want their day care /
arrangements to fulfill a number of specific needs and expecta-
tions. Not surprisingly, parents'mentioned caregiver reliabi;ity

- most frequent*g, but there was a remarkable, even thematlc,
anc111ary w1ih for a day care env1ronment that would foster
conceptual and 11ngulst1c development. Parents wanted the}r
children to be well~cared for, and therefore expressed a ngle
constellation of related ‘concerns: emetional support for the
children, socialization, good discipline, a safe and clean\
enviroﬁment, and adequate Bpportunity to 1eard'physiefi skills.
The presence of a homelike atmosphefe, one of the aqyantag$§
of the family day care home most often attributed to it by advo==-
cates, did not figure prominently in what these parents were
seekiag in day :are: Furthermore, parents éid not seem to ‘Have

- many special needs for themselves or their children from day




\ 8 . ‘ . oy
+qare. These might have‘inc}uded the need for long or unusual

A

hours: of servic¢e, the administration of medicihes or other treat-

“
+

g me/ts reh%f%d to' health condltlons, or spetial care required -

becausepof phys1ca1, menta}, or. emotional handicaps.. . /7

Cons1der1ng theﬁphyslcal ‘characteristics of day
parente d1d nct seem toﬂflnd location and-the attendant

transportatlon requlrement problematlc, though quite a, number

(

used homes that werexmote than a few*blocks distant from their

LY

residences. Among other'physical characteristics, parents

" deemed (adequate space,‘liéhting, clean¥iness, and an appropriate

temperat\yyre in the home important; approximately njne in, ten
. ¢
ﬁemed sptisfied with the’se aspects of the homes they werge éslng.

~

b ]
-

Parents d1d ‘seem slightly more concerned about food served by

careglvers than to magy other characteristics, ,

. . &
e Parents were also attenblve to group size. While
s

’ 1t had been ant1c1pated that many parents would be con;;rned

with 11m1t1ng the numbers of ch11dren in the day care me, some,

it became ev1dent, were interestéd in ensuring that there would
béaenough childrep of appro r1ate ages %o prov1d§ a valuable

1nteract1ve experle for t chlldren in the day care home.

-

It was evident that parents would not recommend the1r careglvers
k2

to others when they bhelieved at addltlonal children would erode

L I

3

the quallty of care. .

I T S . g
. Fxnally, parents typically expressed a prefer- 55
) ’ . R -
. ence for caregivers with more, experlence over those w1th more ' ]

education‘or other formfl trainlng, if asked to make a hyﬁothe— "

. 4 :

‘ N
P - ¢




*uy

Aical choice between caregivers possessing'either of these

two.qualifications to the exclusion of the other. \
o . ’

T 8.3 & parental Choice O - '

-

. LA™ Y

( Giyen these general requirements, how did par-
-» ' ents go about choosing a mode of care and a particular caregiver

. or, caregiving institution? -

L . j
1
8.3.1 ~ Choice of Family Day Care: ' - .3

h g

- : * No single criterion predominated in the parents'

b se1ecté3n of family‘day care over vario&% forms of in-home’or
institutfonal care, Some criteria, such as the comparatively low
cost of éamily day care,- were primarily parent-centered, whilea

/\ others, such as the closer 1nd1v1dua1 attention -that family day

) cane could probide their child, were primarily dhild-centered. v,

Al

. However, many parents may have perceived that they had ﬁew, ifv

any,.other~a1ternat1ves to family dag'care, as suggested by the ., ‘ a

*

finding that approximately 40% of study parents in Los Angeles

dia notxperceive the availabilit§ of other ferms of care. For v .
R
<sgese parents the choice yésAa forced one. R.C. Hill, writing . '

o dn’ the day care ma‘iet, has said that a cost-based criterion . }

may be operative in propelling parefits toward reIative care,

S .whether 'in or out of the home of resideng%, but he also indi- c

//

;cated that, as ‘the time of his wfiting, not enough was known

- .~ about how parents go about éhoosing a form of care. .

4% cav . . Coe \
. - ' o i-@? : L ‘
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;

New information from the present study suggests

several pattern$ in parental choices of family day care over

. -
~other day care modalities:
‘o In allsstudy sites it was foundgthat very

practical parent-centered and child-centered

L4

reasons were of great importance in choosing
‘ ’ 7 : R .
family day care, while fewer parents based .

) y 7 '
their selection of family day care over center-

' 4
based care on gualities of the particular care- -

. e

“giver. Once family day caré was selected, how=

— - = -

g ever, -caregiver’ qualitieébbecame the principal

concern.

< —

o Cost. issues, noteworthy parent-centered concerns,

®

were critical for fewer, than one in £iXe (17%)

) . .of the study parents. However, price ingreases
’ o R,
might enhance the importance of these issues.

— o Parents using sponsored care were typically - :
\_—~

- \, assigned or referred to their carqgiverg by the

-
RS

' N J . .
- sponsoring agencies: , Those using -regulated and

-

o unregulated care relied hisvily on-informal word-
- L of-mouth referrals witMin thégr'f}{endship and ‘;
' . kinship n!.works.‘f' . . '

Yo

pre——nre

. . L Y ‘ .
o A subgtantial number Qf ﬁ%gepﬁs;?4l%) reported
i g“ . ) ‘

. ) > if. . - . - L . . T
L. ., that tbey‘had Qe:igpsiy géﬁsidereﬁ other kinds of )
7s;' - ¢hild éére*airﬁﬁéemen&s‘béfoﬁe decifling to '‘place
- "3;;- ) . X . . . M . . . ) . - :" " » )
e - tHeir cWfilgren in family day care; The alternative .
e ,‘Q\ . .t O ‘- . ;i}‘r '5-.:-; 'r, A ’ -~
\c‘ B * "{:‘: . * £ 'N’-,’”‘, t.. .




most.seriously considered, then rejected; was .
- center-based«éﬂre. The most frequent reasons for
rejectlon were that the child was too young
for a large_group of chi{dren, ;nat the center
was too expensive, of that'no positions were
evailable in the center of the parent's choice.
o, A considerable number of‘;orking respondents
f (13%) worked unusual hours--nights or variable ' . -
K\ schedules\-and this apparentiy propelled then .
‘ in the d1rection of family day care. This need

seemed to be slightly more pronounced among

Whites than among Blacks and Hispanics. A ' P2
somewKat larger number ‘of parents working i

‘ unusual hours.usﬁd unregulated ‘care, intimating C% o «
that more flexibility may be available in this \\w

regulatory category. - S

A

The result of ‘these decision processes is that -

family day care energes‘as‘the care of choice for a great many -

»

- parents of two, three, and four year eld children, with iﬁélome U
care preferred for younger’children, and center care or kinder;
garten for five-year-olds. ‘Purthermore, it is clearly evident

that famiry day care meets a need that cannot satisfactorily .

be addressed by centers or in-home care, even if these moda i-
e L 4

© ties of care were more abundantly availahle.




c

8.3.2 Choice of the Particular Caregiver

Once they have decided to make a family day care
' @ .
arrangement, parents must identify potential caregivers and

select a particular one. - ;’

The major sources for identifying potential. care-

givers were personax. Parents relied heavily on friends and

~

‘relatives,  though some used advertisenents placed by themselves

or caregivers. Those using sponsored care, of course, were
typically required to use the sponsoring agency. These sources

* seemed to serve parents well in many cases. However, there was L -
[ 2l

an unsatisfied need for information concerning caregivers, as
indicated by the overwhelming number of parents who gaid they
would use a caregiver information service, if available.

» :Relatives who are potential caregivers are,'of

-

course; the easiest for parents to locate. Though only a mi-

‘ nority “of parents in the study were using care by relatives or

close fiiends, it is believed that such cdre is actually far .

more extensive thap the study sample, given the limitations
of‘the’sampling p-ocedures, was able to reflect. If further
J research s this, the government will need to recOgnize ot
that, as regards a si nificant number of day care arrangements; g
its scope for regulat >n will likely be extremely limited. l
Most basically, the particular caregiver selected
| by the parent was chosen because of her manifest personality -

traits and convenight ld?ation,‘because of referrals by other

parents; and/or because she was a relative. Parents mentioned
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‘other reasons as well, ?uch as the caregiver's teaching skill,

]

experience, availability, or status as a friend or neighbor.

\  None of theee reasons for choice emerged as'predominant, and
for this reason it is diffibult’to bring the parental decisiooe
making process into sharp focus. Beyond the!question of the
sheer avallability of the given caregiver, there is a large

intuitive or subjective factor at work in theSe decisions.

8.4 ‘ Parental Satisfaction ‘

Once.a parent entars/ i
ment, what is’ the level of the pare
were,./in the main, reasonebly well satisfied with their famély
dav care experiencé, and many reported that they and their chil-
dren had received many unexpecteq/beneflts from the relatlonship. f
Nevertheless, a number said thfy had had one or more negatlve
experiences with current or past arrangements, and same yere
concerned that their child's 1nte11ectua1 developmentfwas not. A
being sufficiently promoted. , ) ) {::

’

1 _ Purthermore, the levél of parent satisfaction may

>

have been overstated in this report because of the operatidn of 5

several factors. Pirst, the difficulty of locating caregivers v‘;

gests that bperators of the marginal homes where .Bad p actioes .
X - .

and dissatlsﬁact{on were likely to occur'would‘prooaelz,gfvﬁ

'been among those unwilling to be interviewed. Second, parents , o

. R

may not have been wiliing to express the level 6f thei;”d}ss;t—
T : * S0




. j h isfaction when the caregiver was a relative or close friend.
.Also, somé& parents, Qho knew they had to,work and who perceived .
e their current arrangement as the only one possible, hay not have

T 1‘allowed themselves to acknowledge the degree of their dissatis~-

e fﬁption?7 Finally, parents, who are dissatisfied with their arrange-

T, mepts may well remove their children from them within a few months.»

o o _ ’,; " . . .
T 8.5 . Parents and Their Experience . ,

L 3 * >

~

L. ) ; i Bgsing éxemined why parents want family day care,
A S ¢ .

what they expect of it, and ‘what their level of satisfaction is,

A
U
A
.
-

t é“%a be useful to examine the shape of' their experience with

jamily dag Eara. Who ave the parents who typically use family day

*

=
‘“care serv1ces, and how are their experlences tb be characterized?
s : . S

L ¥ . . . T "(‘
8,571 . - ‘profile.of the Paredts -

¥ Tk

>

# P

20 and, 35 years of age. Their médian age of 30 was consistent

,T. . “:’*3 The parents in the study were young, most between ’

-

with ghe observed natzoﬁal increase 1in .the age of parents with

. NG
. young chlldreni , S IR ; .

1 -~

V]

- -7 " .~ .These parents typica&iy had only one or two ,
small children, Q%‘E the chfld in f%mily day care being between
btc and'one—half and threeiyears of age, These were normal

/gh{/Eren havzng feW'and limited special needs.
Etfthe age af 30, stﬁﬁy respondents earned below

tbe medizn incbme fcr all U.S; familses. However,=they worked

L

- ; -
it 7 S‘ - 4 P ,," *

kfredcminant*y in cierical, mgnagerial, and professional occupa~-
.r./". /',‘?‘ \- '_/;/’,




-,

tions, many of which“may ffer substantially more mobility thah

_ blde collar oqgupations,

. s

educated than the national norms. It can be anticipated, there- ' A

nd'were, moreaver, somewhat more highly"

fore, that'they will, as a group, 'surpass tRe median ‘income as \

they grow older and.their careers develop._These characteristics
: may‘reflect some biases in the study sample of family day care
¢ v \ - ’ .
users, which may not adequately represent blue collar worke

and dthers in lower-paying occupations, who are certainly @sers N

K4 4

of fam£}¥>2ay care., For thie\reiifni,conclueions drawn in this
o AN I : -

section a only tentative. .

. 8.5.2 ~ The Typical Experience i
e e

4

N ~This effort to illuminate what is central for .
parents in the'family day care experience is not representétive~
of the variation in that'experience, nor should it be. Rather,
it calls attention to majer dimensions ofathe'phenomenon that ':
may be used to charactedize it. _

e '” « Porty percent of study parents believed ‘they
had no other ‘day care options for their young children, either .@
because of the costs of in-home care and centere'or.because |
gcenter placements for children of their child's age were not «
vailable. Many of thege parents, however, preferred family day-
//care beca gse of the individual attentiqn it offered their young

children. £ind their! family day care arrangements, parents

’ typically relied on their frienda and relatives, emphasizing

‘ caregiver experience anq(reliability in tHe search. iIndeed,

N 8-10 . ) ) . ' -




confirming the importance of the friendship and kinship networks °

——

. .
in their urban settings, parents often settled on a friend or
relative as a caregiver.

Many parents had utilized previous day care

arrangements, though quite a number had moved into family .day

care from some form of in-home caie, most often provided by the
parents themselves, Of those who had used a previous family

day care arrangement, many had;geen dissatiéff%d and had with-

drawn their children. -

— —— A T e - ' . '

Many parents were pleasantly surprised by their

. experiences with a new family day care home, and were especially

" enthusiastic about the indivi@ual attentior’given their children. .

They were generally satisfied with th€ir arrangement, though

some were dissatisfied with the reliability of their éhregivérq

to conceptual and linguisigic

elieved too many children were

and the amount of attention give
deveiopment. Only 5%, however,
in the home. These parents appeared to be especially disturbed -

when there were too many childr

to do so.

- L4
experienges of the study parents, but parental experience is .

not entirely satiéfabtory, most particularly when one considers

-

w

tﬁat many. parents felt they had no alternative to this form of

day care. A substantial'béfﬁégggge of parents prefierred center-

) . ) . B - 378 A / ‘;: ’
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{

based care for their children. . It is conceivable that had parents
perceived other options, a higher level of dissatisfaction might

have materializei}> .

;A few differences became appafent in experiences

Fd

and attitudés emong parents.of different ethnicities and ameng '

those who used homes of different regulatq;y'types. Thouéh most

«

parents of all ethnic groups were concerned with the conceptual
%
and linguistic development of their children, Blacks and Hispanics

seemed more intensely iﬂterested in this aspect of family day

\ .
care, a fact which accords with the strong interest among these’

mindfity groups in eddcation‘as the gateway to upward eocial
mobility. More Black parents in Philadelphia and ‘San Antonio
preferred center-g;;eancare than did Wwhites or Hispanics. Blgck
and Hispanic parents also seemed more interested in having struc-

tured activities in the home. Users of sponsored care also were -

“more interested than others in having their children exposed'

o focused learning experiences, which may be attributable either
to the programmatic empha81s on learning in gome sponsored hOQes,
or to the tendency of parents hav1ng this ipt eet to select

sponsored care.

LY

8.6 Implications for Regulation and Support

A comprehensive imaée of a famild¢ day care user
emerges from gpis analysis: a struggling young parent trying
to advance herself and her family by going to work or: geeking

E

additional training or education. Her high aspirations for

herself and her family are reflected in her stfong interest 4\ ) //7.
) 4




AN

-

in positive lea¥ning programs for her young children. With her

e

complex and sometimes burdensome responsibilities and ambitions,

‘ she understandably wishes to avoid the additional problems gen-'

13

erated by having to deal with unsatisfactory child care arrange-

i

ments. Caregiver reliability and the ability of the caregiver
to provide an appropriate environment for her child are her

priorities.

*

Many such respondents, who liked family day care

i

but held some reservations about it, seemed to believe that
day care homes could be improvedfif caregivers were somehow

more educated and reliable. Caregiver training programs, then,

¢
-

are clearly an area of support suggested by the results of éﬁ

this-study. Such programs nave generally been associated with
Y

sponsored care, and have béen promoted as %equ1rements for care-
glvers w1sh1ng to remain within the contrdlled system of spon-

sorshlp. Given the great preponderance of largely informal and

* .

unregulated day care 1nst1tutions, however, special programs .

.

should llkely be developed that could enhance learn1ng and reli-

ability among caregivers W1thout threatening the integrity and

- . -
.

proper functioning of these institutions.

4

Parents, additionally, require support that_yill .

focus more directly upon them, that will assist them to cope
nore_gpccessfully and easily‘yith meeting their day care needs.

. - 4 . . .
So *méy now receive such assistance from friends and relatives,

- [} 2

ut.others, especially those who are comparatively isolated,

with no extended families, may not have adequate social resources

- ‘ . < - . . r

r s

380 L




B ' .. ) ~- . \9
} .

to dea) with their ‘difficulties. All pdrents can profit from
a;sistance at times. For example, such assistance might be

directed at providing services to augment parental skills in

- agsessing day cage, and at providing child care information and

referrals.
”
| an - ..
pe »
» ’ ’
¢
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